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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study is to investigate the work that school business leaders perform
in four different school districts in New York State, and to find what the impact of this work is
on instruction. The research is titled, “How Do the Functions That School Business Officials
Perform Affect Teaching and Learning, and Do School Business Officials Take These Effects
Into Account in Performing Their Work?
The method of study is a comparative case study. It requires that the researcher collect
data by reviewing documents of the school districts, interviewing district personnel, and by
observation of the district’s practices and surroundings. Data gathered by using these three
processes, looks for trends that can be evidenced by using the process of triangulation. This is a
standard practice when using case study methodology, and seeks to use three pieces of evidence
to provide credibility for the findings.
The research looks to determine if the functions performed by the school business official
impact learning, and if so, in what way. Does the school business official perform their work
with the intention of maximizing their impact on teaching and learning? The conclusions of this
study reveal that little study has occurred on this topic, that most people do not know what the
school business official does, that there are 5 areas of responsibility under the business official
that do have an impact on learning, and that the school business officials studied do not often
approach their work with the intention of impacting learning.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Purpose and Basic Research Questions
In the 171 years since the creation of the first school business official’s position, there has
been considerable study, writing and research done concerning the work of the school business
official, and how it should be performed. However there appears to be little research focused on
how the functions performed by the school business official affect instruction, or whether school
business officials consider that impact when they perform their job. In this context, instruction is
defined as teaching and learning. Is the work of teachers affected by the functions of the work of
the school business official, and if so, what is the evidence? Is there evidence that student
achievement is affected by the school business official performing the functions of their work?
And do school business officials account for these questions in their decision making?
These questions can be stated together as:
1. How do the functions that school business officials perform affect teaching and learning?
2. Do school business officials take these effects into account in performing their work?
Are these questions being addressed in the regular and routine operations of school
districts, and are there conscious and observable actions that provide evidence of the forethought of the daily work performed by school business officials? Even more importantly, are
these activities strategic and actually driving in some part the achievement of students?
Why are these questions important? Do they merit the time and resources of a study?
Will school systems benefit from answering these questions? The answers are yes, yes and yes!
It would seem self-evident that these are important questions, but as will be seen from the
literature presented in this study, they have not been generally researched; and therefore the
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literature is quiet on the effects of the work of school business officials on instruction. This
study will strive to move the literature in the direction of discovery on this topic, and prompt
others to pick this work up for continued study.
Evolution of the School Business Official Position
The education of children in the United States has been on-going since colonial times.
The overseeing of this activity was performed by school committees, school boards, school
trustees, or the like. The work was primarily focused on the education of children, but these
committees or boards had to also oversee the finances of the enterprise. In this regard they were
responsible for hiring and paying the teachers, buying the needed supplies for instruction, and
providing a school building and the care and maintenance of it. As the school enterprise grew,
these committees typically designated one of their members to be the treasurer for the school,
and they as the clerk, took on the financial responsibilities of the system.
Wood, et al. (1995) observe, “As public schools grew in size and in responsibility, the
unpaid clerk’s time was severely overextended. However, 150 years passed before the first fulltime school business administrator was employed by a public school system. The city council of
Cleveland, Ohio, hired an ‘acting manager’ in 1841 to keeps the books, prepare the payroll, and
care for the school building” (p.1-2). This was the beginning of what is now the role of the
school business official’s position. Thereafter positions were created in other districts, so that by
1910 there were enough positions that the National Association of School Accounting Officers
was formed. In 1917 the name changed to the National Association of School Accounting and
Business Officials of Public Schools. In 1951 the name changed again to the Association of
School Business Officials of the United States and Canada, and since 1981 the name changed to
the current Association of School Business Officials International (ASBO) (School Business
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Affairs, January/February, 2010). Along with these name changes came the development of
services for school business officials, a code of ethics and standards of practice.
In 2005 ASBO revised the International School Business Management Professional
Standards. ASBO states in their introduction to these standards that “The Association has been
actively developing and disseminating standards for the position of school business official for
nearly five decades” (ASBO, 2013, p. 1). These standards spell out the primary responsibilities
of school business leaders and are listed as follows: financial resource management, human
resource management, facility management, property acquisition and management, information
management, and ancillary services. Ancillary services cover risk management, transportation
and food service.
Each of the above areas of responsibility for the school business official has component
responsibilities for each standard. A complete copy of the standards is in Appendix A.
What are the functions of the school business official? These are stated by the
Association of School Business Officials, International (ASBO) in the form of standards that
must be carried on and met by school business officials.
The seven general areas of the ASBO standards are listed in Appendix A and are listed as
follows: The educational enterprise, which is the primary work of a school district in educating
the children that it serves. This function has “the public giving more attention to the relationship
between a school’s sound business practices and the quality of education of students” (ASBO
Standards, 2005, p. 2). This standard is followed by financial resource management, human
resource management, facility management, property acquisition and management, information
management and ancillary services consisting of risk management, transportation and food
service (ASBO website, 2013).
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Each of these general areas has standards spelled out for the school business official to
strive to achieve. ASBO writes that “The revised standards presented in this document have
been developed to assist training institutions, accrediting agencies, certifying agencies, and
members of the school business profession to define and achieve educational excellence through
the work of the school business official” (ASBO website, 2013).
Since its founding in 1910, ASBO has been providing organizational leadership and
training to its members. The most recent edition of the standards reflects that commitment to the
community of school business officials.
In a report written by the Pennsylvania Association of School Business Officials
(PASBO), and the Pennsylvania Association of School Administrators (PASA) titled “New
School Year Begins with Reduced Learning Opportunities for Students”, there is a clear but only
general affirmation that the management of school district finances affects student learning. This
report indicates that after surveying the 500 school districts in the state, and receiving 294
responses, that schools in that state could expect to open with “fewer teachers and school staff,
larger class sizes, reduced course offerings, outdated textbooks, reduced opportunities for extra
help and cuts to and fees charged for extracurricular activities” (9/2011, p. 1). These conditions
were the result of cuts in the state’s budget for education, and that left school officials with the
responsibility of balancing budgets with lost revenues.
The school business official is at the forefront of figuring out where such cuts will be
made. They report what the gross deficit will be, what areas of the budget are most out of line
with prior year spending, what areas of the budget seem to have unspent funds in prior budget
cycles, what if any accounts appear headed toward favorable balances in the current budget
cycle, what if any economies might be made, and what suggestions might assist the
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superintendent and the instructional team in dealing with the budgetary crisis at hand. This
analysis suggests there is an implicit recognition that how budgets are constructed, and not just
the levels of funding, affects teaching and learning.
The published research in this area is notably deficient. In fact, the literature on other
business functions does not even go this far. Most school districts in the United States employ
someone to oversee their finances and other business functions. In New York State, regulation
and law requires that these functions be performed, but does not require that a school business
official be employed to perform them. The laws and regulations do require school districts to
hold annual budget votes for the public’s approval or disapproval, the preparation of a reportable
accounting of the financial transactions of the district, the preparation of an annual financial
report, regular meetings of an audit committee, the audit of the district’s financial records and
practices annually, and numerous other requirements related to the business of the school system.
If the primary obligation and objective of the school system is to educate the children that it
serves, does it not make sense to determine if the work and resources dedicated to the business
function assist in some way in helping to meet this objective? And if it does make sense, do the
people that perform these duties understand that they have a responsibility to account for how
they help meet this objective, and that this concern should be pre-eminent in their thinking as
they go about their work to maximize the effect that they have in helping meet this end?
The need to be the administrative expert in all areas of the ASBO standards makes it
important for the school business official to possess and demonstrate leadership. This applies to
the functions and processes for each of the standards, the personnel supervised, and all other
work performed by the school business official. If school business officials are to be seen as
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competent, they must function as a leader and achieve common confidence in their ability to do
so. The need is high enough to make this an eighth standard.
Becoming a School Business Official in New York State
In New York State, where this research is being conducted, there are two ways to become
a school business official. The first is through competitive examination administered through
New York State Civil Service, and the second is to become certified by completing an accredited
program at a university and passing a state administered qualifying examination. This test may
be viewed as a kind of “bar exam” for school business leaders.
The New York State Civil Service Law, Section 44 states:
The competitive class consists of all offices and employments in the classified service
that is not in the exempt, non-competitive or labor class. Positions in the competitive
class are not listed in the rules or regulations. No action is required to place a position in
the competitive class. Every position in the classified service is automatically in the
competitive class unless and until it is specifically classified in another jurisdictional
class.
In other words, because the position of school business official is not specifically
classified in some other class of the civil service law, it is deemed to be in the competitive class
of the law; and therefore passing a test, administered by a city or county civil service
commission, is required to hold the position. Not only do you need to pass it, you must finish in
the top three test takers to be hired for a vacant post.
There may also be other requirements posted for the position as determined by the agency
seeking to fill a position and/or by the civil service agency administering the exam. Examples of
such requirements might be two or more years of related employment experience, particular
levels of post-secondary education, etc.
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The civil service method is one of the two ways to become a school business official.
The other method is to become “certified” through the rules and regulations of the Board of
Regents of the State Education Department and the Rules of the Commissioner of Education. In
the past this meant that if you completed a program at a college or university that has been
approved by State Education Department in school district administration and supervision you
became certified and were deemed appropriately credentialed to work as a school business
official. This was the rule prior to February 1, 2004. It should also be noted that anyone who
was certified prior to February 1, 2004 remained certified to be a school business official.
Since then, the rules of the Board of Regents and the Commissioner of Education provide
that to become certified to serve as a school business official you must complete an approved
program from a college or university that meets the requirements for certification as a School
District Business Leader (SDBL). This program will have a concentration of courses in the field
of business, as well as certain management courses.
The past program that prepared school administrators did not have a concentration of
business courses, and was a program of overall preparation for all administrative positions that
provided district wide management services to school systems. This included the positions of
superintendent of schools, assistant superintendent for a variety of purposes, and all other posts
that provided central office or district wide service. Most of these positions have a pedagogical
emphasis, although the position of school business official, included among them, did not.
Another challenge of researching this position lies in the fact that the titles for this post
are abundant. Such titles include assistant superintendent for business, business manager,
director of finance, school business executive, school business administrator, and chief financial
officer. For ease of description I have chosen to call all such posts as school business officials.
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This is also the term that is most often used by the Association of School Business Officials
International, the national professional trade association representing school business officials.
The fact is that the titles for these positions come about through a variety of methods.
The civil service title for a school business official in New York State is most often
School Business Executive. This designation comes about through Civil Service Regulation, and
the tests and qualifications for the position are enumerated by each county or city subservient to
the laws, rules and regulations of New York State.
For business officials who have followed the certification route to employment, each
school district is entitled under regulations of the commissioner, Part 80-3.10 (c) of these
regulations, to define the name of the post. This results in many names, such as School Business
Administrator, School Business Manager, Assistant Superintendent of Business, Assistant
Superintendent for Business, Deputy Superintendent of Schools for Business, Chief Financial
Officer, etc.
None of these titles has a standard meaning and may have little to do with the exact
functions of the position. However, in approaching this research from the perspective of looking
at the position and its effect on instruction, the term school business official is used for all such
posts. I am, however, looking to determine if there is an effect on instruction from the functions
performed by the school business official, and if it is different depending on the preparation route
followed to obtain the position. Appendix B provides further detail on the position titles of
school business officials in New York.
One could reasonably expect that those prepared under the old certification route had
general preparation that would immerse and sensitize them to instruction, more than those that
are now preparing through a specialized SDBL program; and one would expect that those
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following the civil service route might be the least instructionally prepared and sensitive to their
impact on the education of students. These assumptions are predicated on the belief that the civil
service route was followed by people who had not served as teachers, and little or no formal
education in pedagogy. But no one, to my knowledge, has investigated these possibilities. This
study will seek to address if instruction is impacted by whatever credential the school business
official holds.
As the role of the school business official is examined, there are more parts to it than
finances, school lunch programs, and technology. The work of this position also oversees
operations and maintenance of the districts buildings, the transportation system, human resources
management and administration, and a host of other duties that are or may be assigned by the
superintendent of schools. Each of these duties comprises many functions that may have an
impact on instruction. These functions could impact teaching, learning, or both. The impact
may be seen as a positive impact or a negative one.
The Need for this Study
The organization that represents school business leaders, both nationally and abroad, is
the Association of School Business Officials International (ASBO). Their website contains an
executive summary of their statement of professional standards and code of ethics. Early in this
summary the following statement appears:
School business officials are responsible for ensuring every child in the district has the
resources he or she needs to learn and every teacher and principal has the tools and
resources to provide an effective learning environment—everything from reliable
transportation and nutritious meals, to secure and safe buildings and up-to-date
technology (p. 4).
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This statement goes directly at the notion that school business leaders have a role in the support
of instruction for students. How is this accomplished, what has been done to validate that it is
being done, and what is the direct impact on students?
The New York State Association of School Business Officials has a mission statement
that reads as follows: “To enable, develop and support School Business Officials in their
financial leadership role of managing resources with expertise and high ethical standards, so that
all students may learn and achieve success” (NYASBO website, 2013). This statement
acknowledges that their mission is to play an important role in the enabling of student learning
and being successful. Is there evidence that this is happening? Is anyone paying attention to
broad statements such as this, declaring the school business official’s role in the education of
children?
There is little evidence that many people outside of the business office are aware of what
the school business office actually does. The findings that are presented in Chapter IV will
address what was found.
ASBO revised its standards for school business officials in 2005 (see appendix A). In
doing so the association wrote that “The standards represent the best thinking of the profession in
addition to decades of study and research ASBO International has conducted regarding the role
of school business officials and their importance to the overall educational management team on
national and international levels” (ASBO website, 2013).
In 2007, John Musso, Executive Director of ASBO wrote in the “Executive Director’s
Message” in the January edition of School Business Affairs, a message with the title of “The
School Business Official as an Instructional Leader (School Business Affairs, 2007, p. 8-9). In
reviewing this article I decided that it would be wise to contact Musso and interview him. On
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October 3, 2013 we had the opportunity to talk by telephone, and we discussed the article that he
had written on the subject of encouraging school business officials to be instructional leaders,
and how they might perform this role. I asked him if anything had happened or changed since
the article was written.
Musso indicated that he was interested in my research. I informed him that I was unable
to find much literature on the subject of school business officials and their role in instruction, and
indicated to him that the title of his article and its theme was the most on-point literature that I
had discovered to date.
Musso stated that he had been fortunate to have been employed in a school district where
he was encouraged to take part in the instructional program of the district. His superintendent
used a team approach to leadership and wanted all of his administrative team to engage in all
aspects of the program that made up the areas of supervision in his district. Musso indicated that
he saw the relationship of his work to the instructional program as he attempted to find
alternative ways of funding programs through grants, begging and borrowing to assist the
instructional team of leaders in bringing programs to their students. He said that this gave him a
sense of accomplishment when he was successful in these endeavors.
The superintendent of his district made clear that the school business official was a
member of the superintendent’s cabinet, and as such would be asked to fully participate in
discussions on all topics that came to the cabinet, as was the case for all members of that team.
Musso further stated that this approach to leadership encouraged him as a school business
official to be a full partner in the instructional process. It further pointed up to him that he
needed to be familiar with the instructional goals of the district and all of the programs that were
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in place. He said, “How do you manage a budget if you don’t know the instructional goals and
programs of the district?”
Musso stated that he sees a movement toward instructional leadership on the part of
school business officials. He sees more superintendents using a team approach to leadership and
asking business administrators to be active participants on all matters that are discussed and
administered by cabinet members on the superintendent’s team.
Musso started his career as an elementary school teacher and then principal. After 7 years
in a principalship, he assumed the Chief Financial Officer (CFO) role in that school district.
Musso believes that his instructional background gave him a firm foundation for managing the
district’s budget. His experience in the business of education provided him with evidence that the
saying “It takes a village to educate a child” requires well managed school systems in which all
of the parts of the team of education come together to do what is best to enable all children to
learn. “School business officials don’t blow their own horns,” he said, “and perhaps that is why
there is so little in the literature about their role in taking an active part in the learning process.”
ASBO currently provides a credentialing exam that is based on the Standards that ASBO
has in place for school business officials. Musso indicated that the state of Massachusetts is
using this model to maintain quality standards for the school business leaders in their state
(Musso, personal communication, 2013). I shared that New York now has a state examination
that is required for those seeking certification as a School District Business Leader. The exam is
rigorous and requires the demonstration of knowledge in all areas of the position of school
business official.

13

Musso’s comments on the topic of instruction and school business officials, although
articulate, do not provide empirical evidence that this is the condition in education today.
However, his comments are the only comments I could find.
Appendix C provides correspondence between Dr. Joseph B. Shedd, Associate Professor
of Teaching and Leadership, Syracuse University School of Education, and Dr. Susan Moore
Johnson, Jerome T. Murphy Research Professor, Harvard Graduate School of Education,
regarding the subject of this research. In this correspondence Dr. Shedd asks Dr. Johnson“… did
you come across any data or research on the ways in which school business officials either are or
not involved in districts’ overall planning?” In her reply, Dr. Johnson writes, “As you well
know, there’s little organizational research about how school business officials manage their
relationships with schools, which makes it difficult to anchor further studies. But that also
reveals how important it is to pursue this topic further.” (Shedd and Johnson, 2020), Appendix C.
This correspondence grew out of an interest in Dr. Johnson’s work on the subject of “Achieving
Coherence in District Improvement.”
Molner (2015) reported that at the November 4, 2015 meeting of ASBO held in
Grapevine, Texas, that “the Alliance for Excellence in School Budgeting outlined approaches to
strategic financial planning to support instructional strategies for improving student outcomes.”
In this report the Wylie, Texas school district reported seeing academic progress based on its
work with the alliance. Data supporting these results were shared with the conference attendees.
This is an example of school business officials declaring their belief that they can be a
part of the instructional success of students, but they do not provide researchable evidence that it
does happen. The results of these efforts provide anecdotal evidence that some people think this
can happen.
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Toland (2015) also writes about the role school business officials can have in promoting
student achievement. In this article he states that “The district CFO plays an important role by
providing accurate financial forecasts and data for key indicators that can predict efficiency (the
maximum performance of resources) and effectiveness (the ability to meet goals, which includes
improved student performance)” (p.13).
He goes on to say that school business officials can track data regularly and determine if
a program is performing as intended, whether it’s profitable, efficient or costly. The suggested
indicators are the use of substitute teachers, if tutoring, mentoring or other extra-help program
costs remain constant, how much parent participation is present, if the money spent on
professional development is yielding desired results, tracking how much money is spent not
going directly at the core mission of teaching and learning, if money spent directly on instruction
is increasing or decreasing. Where undesirable variances occur in these indicators, Toland
argues, this can be reported and thus lead to corrective action to get the program back on task.
Toland further argues that if school business officials perform these duties, they can achieve
status as education leaders and not just business leaders.
Tharpe notes that “The contemporary school business manager is no longer just the chief
bookkeeper for the school district. Instead that individual becomes an important member of the
district’s management team responsible for leading significant numbers of employees in the
business office, as well as making complex decisions that affect the quality of the educational
system” (Tharpe, 1995, p. 5). This suggestion of impact on teaching and learning through the
work of the school business official is the subject of this research.
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The questions that are being researched are: How do the functions that school business
officials perform affect teaching and learning, and do school business officials take these effects
into account in performing their work?
The literature is almost silent concerning the impact on learning because of the functions
performed by the school business official. Most of the writing that does exist comes from
periodicals that are related to the professional and trade organizations that support the work of
school business officials. There is almost nothing from peer reviewed research literature in the
field directly related to this topic.
When examining the specific functions of the school business official’s work, as
delineated by the ASBO Standards, the literature is weak in making a direct connection with the
work and student learning; however there is some research in this area.
There is supportive data which finds that without financial resources being properly
administered the functions of educating students won’t happen at all. If it does, it may not
happen in a fair and equitable manner. Sunderman (2006) notes, “A major tenet of No Child
Left Behind, supplemental educational services are proposed as a remedy for poor performance,
even though there is no precedent in federal law for the provision, and no research providing
clear and consistent evidence that such services improve learning outcomes for low performing
students, particularly low-income or minority students” (p.117).
This argument points out that the misadministration of financial resources may in fact
provide no benefits to students. The financial management of funds is most often the
responsibility of the school business official who has ample opportunity, to make errors in both
the direct administration of funds, as well as often being a component decision maker in the area
of distribution for all funds.
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There is substantial literature that supports the thesis that the availability and proper
management of financial resources is directly related to and vital to the outcome of student
learning. That is not to say that increased spending always equals improved student results. In a
study conducted by Lockwood and McLean (1997), they determined that, “Once a base level of
funding has been provided, the result of judicious spending on the instructional program should
be evidenced in improved achievement for students. There is, however, a point at which further
increases in funding will not result in commensurate gains in achievement” (p. 3).
Making sure that available funds are spent, and that they are spent for the purpose for
which they were intended, is most often the responsibility of the school business official. In the
absence of these things happening, the school business official has a responsibility to bring this
to the attention of the superintendent of schools.
In the area of human resource management there is much written about human resource
practices in trade periodicals, and other non-peer reviewed journals and publications. There are
even some peer reviewed publications on human resources practice that improve instructional
outcomes, but there are few that focus on the role of the school business official.
School Business Affairs, the trade publication of ASBO, does a great job of covering the
subject of human resource management with articles that assist school business officials with
practices that will serve the needs of the business office and district, but does not address nor
provide an evidentiary link to enhancing student learning.
Henneman, III, and Milanowski (2004) provide a model arguing “that human resource
management practices are important components of strategies for improving student achievement
in schools” (p.108). They present a model that focuses on the use of a human resource model
that improves the instructional practices of teachers which in turn improves the achievement of
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students. The model may have soundness but doesn’t go near the role of the school business
official. Like other literature this perspective is seldom looked into.
This research will examine the question of whether human resource management
practices, as performed by the school business official, have any effect on learning, and whether
business officials consider such impacts when they perform these functions.
Facility management is another standard that is a charge responsibility of the school
business official. There is no research on how school business officials’ oversight of facility
management impacts student learning, however there is literature that establishes linkages
between learning environment and learning itself.
A good example of this is a study conducted by John Gibson (2012) in examining the
relationship of public school facilities’ age and student achievement. This study used logistic
regression analysis to determine if there was a relationship between the age of school buildings
and student learning. Gibson’s findings indicated that “school achievement has an inverse
association with school facility age, with newer schools more likely to be “A” quality schools
(according to the Florida Department of Education school grade system). The findings in this
paper strengthen the idea that a school’s physical condition influences education (Earthman &
LeMasters, 2011; Sheets, 2011)” (p. 58).
In another study, the researchers looked “to examine the link between school building
quality and student outcomes through the mediating influence of school climate” (Uline, et al.,
2009). “The results of this study reinforce findings from earlier research on the interaction
between the built environment and the occupants of that environment, as well as on the
relationship between building quality and student behavior and learning” (p. 419).
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These studies along with numerous other studies on building quality and the general
learning environment have a relationship to student learning. ASBO includes facility
management as one in which school business officials have a responsibility, and these studies
suggest if that is so, than this work is related to student learning.
Little if any literature looks seriously at how property acquisition and management, as a
responsibility for school business officials, impacts learning. A search of this topic yields
nothing of value, but does show a small amount of interest in the purchasing and management of
goods, services, and real property for schools.
The only study that remotely addresses the topic was done by Mestry and Bodalina
(2015). In this study they examined the management of physical resources in several schools in
South Africa. They noted that governing bodies (akin to boards of education in U. S. school
systems) are responsible for managing the school’s finances and physical assets.
They reported that:
Findings revealed that many governing bodies lack the necessary financial skills to
develop practical budgets and procure physical resources economically for their schools.
They are unable to set-up systematic structures and stringent processes, and this has
caused wasteful expenditure for schools, and the failure of teachers to maintain and
productively use physical resources. Their function to constantly monitor and evaluate
the procurement and maintenance of physical resources is seriously lacking. Governors
who are proficient will experience very little difficulty in managing the school’s
resources effectively (p. 433).
The report goes on to conclude that “The management of physical resources in all South African
schools plays a significant role in furthering the progression of effective teaching and learning”
(p. 448).
In the U. S. there is a general understanding that good stewardship of assets is a
necessity, and it gets looked at when there is a failure through neglect, fraud or some other form
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of malfeasance. The negative effect of this lack of oversight is clear, but may not be evidenced
in the daily work of school personnel. This research will look at the property acquisition and
management function to see if there is any discernable impact on learning.
There is much written about information management with the blossoming technology
that surrounds us. The school business official oversees and uses the technology that gives the
employees their paychecks, pays their insurance premiums, and is responsible to see that funds
are allocated to support the instructional information system and its need for student grading
security. In many districts the school business official is charged with overseeing that security
function. Does this responsibility affect learning in the district?
In the April, 2015 issue of School Business Affairs, John Musso, Executive Director of
ASBO, devotes his monthly column to this subject. He talks about cybersecurity and the need to
protect student data. He also notes that “cyberattacks are the only method of stealing student and
employee information.” Employees and others may have physical access to data, or may allow
others access. This can be compounded “by virtue of lack of policy or enforcement of policy”
(Musso, 2015, p.7).
All of these issues may be of concern to school business officials, and would have a
tremendous impact on students if a data breach occurred. This still begs the question, does the
responsibility for information management, generally by school business officials, impact
learning and do business officials consider this impact when performing this function?
The last area of the ASBO Standards is titled Ancillary Services. This includes the
functions of food service, transportation, and risk management. These are familiar services to
most, but again, while there is no research on how school business officials’ management of
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these functions affect learning, there is considerable evidence that the functions themselves do
affect learning.
In the case of food service there is ample evidence that proper nutrition does have an
effect on students, ability to learn. The food service program in school districts most often falls
under the supervision of the school business official. There is significant evidence that good
nutrition enhances a student’s ability to learn. With a growing body of scientific research linking
proper nutrition to academic success, school districts stand to benefit from promoting healthier
lifestyles for students. It is safe to assume that increasing school breakfast participation is
another way that schools can support improved academic achievement.
In a study conducted in Nova Scotia, Canada in 2003, 5,200 grade 5 students and their
parents were surveyed as part of a lifestyle and school performance study. The results of the
study indicated that “Across various indicators of diet quality, an association with academic
performance was observed” (Florence, et al., 2008).
The conclusions from the study stated that:
These findings demonstrate an association between diet quality and academic
performance and identify specific dietary factors that contribute to this association.
Additionally, this research supports the broader implementation and investment in
effective school nutrition programs that have the potential to improve student access to
healthy food choices, diet quality, academic performance, and, over the long term, health.
(Florence, et al., 2008, p. 209).
These and numerous other researchers have found evidence of the linkage of proper
nutrition and learning. There does not seem to be any research linking the school business
official’s oversight of a food service program with any such effect.
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In the area of transportation, there is research that identifies transportation as having a
related effect on learning. This is of interest in this study because the school business official is
most often the school system official that provides oversight of this program.
Graham, et al. (2014) examined how urban students were affected by their daily
transportation to and from school. “This study found linkages between students’ transportation
problems and larger social experiences” (p. 40). There were behavioral difficulties for some
students that grew out of having disruptive events occur on their bus ride to and from school.
Another study found that, “Interestingly, transportation difficulties were not found to
relate to academic experience. These results contrast with more general studies indicating
inclusion has an impact on academic performance” (Salend & Duhaney, 1999, p. 124).
Risk management in schools is looked at through the prism of what in the physical
environment can cause damage or loss to the facilities, the institution itself, or the people that
occupy the facilities and space. The responsibility for risk management is most often placed in
the hands of the school business official, who with help from staff and consultants oversees the
risk management program.
The program for risk management generally consists of working with the liability
insurance carrier who assists the district in identifying risks, and suggesting ways in which to
mitigate or otherwise safe guard against the presence of hazards; and if hazards must be present
in some form, to minimize the risk from them. An example of this is that there are numerous
hazardous materials in the environment, and they may continue to be present if they can be
safely managed. We do not remove all toxic materials from the chemistry lab that are used in
experiments, but develop safeguards for their proper storage and use.
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Does this function of the work of the school business official get examined from the
vantage point of its impact on student learning? The answer is no. However, we know that if the
building is contaminated by the poor handling of a chemical used in cleaning, the school will be
closed until the hazard is removed.
Dangers in the environment are examined through concern for safe schools. The October
2014 issue of School Business Affairs is devoted to the topic of risk management. In this issue
Todd Bushmaker explains how the River Crest Elementary School in Hudson, Wisconsin
worked to improve education with indoor environmental quality. This article suggests that the
school business official’s function of risk management may have an impact on learning.
As is written in more detail in the review of literature, the chief limitation of prior research
on school business officials’ functions is that it has focused on process and immediate effects.
That is, the greatest emphasis has been placed on how to perform the functions of the office, or
how to budget or account for these expenditures. Although this is useful and necessary
information, it does not address the question of the schools business officials’ impact on the
teaching and learning process.
Personal Background
For twenty-five years this researcher served as a superintendent of schools. Prior to
beginning that service I was a teacher, a department chair, and an associate middle-high school
principal. During my service as a teacher I was to become the manager of the teachers’ credit
union. My accounting and business background prepared me for this role. Prior to becoming an
administrator, I served as the chief negotiator for the teacher’s union in contract negotiations, and
later the chief negotiator for the department chairs in collective bargaining.
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Before joining the educational ranks, I served as an accountant with a soft-drink
company. I also did tax accounting work during my teaching years to supplement my income.
While providing tax accounting services, I was also asked to make recommendations for
bookkeeping methods and other financial planning services.
My business background and my business experiences made me something of an oddity
to my colleague superintendents who had all come up through the ranks entirely in the world of
elementary and secondary education. Their undergraduate studies had nothing to do with the
world of business. My studies, on the other hand, had been to earn an associate’s degree in
business administration, a bachelor of science degree in business education with a major in
accounting, and a master of science degree in systems management from a school of business.
This was vastly different preparation than those colleagues that had majored in elementary
education, science, math, history/social studies, English, or any other certification area.
This background and experience served me and the districts where I was employed, very
well over my career. I was able to attend to the business functions of my job with relative ease,
and to provide oversight and training for those who served as my assistants in the business
office, as well as provide advice and counsel to colleague superintendents who did not have
business expertise, or who were experiencing problems with the business functions in their
districts. How does this training and experience affect teaching and learning?
In my early years I worked as an accountant for Dietade Mineral Springs, Inc. This was a
bottling and distribution company and a subsidiary of Pepsi Cola, later to become known as
PepsiCo. Dietade continues to operate today. In this work, I learned the importance of keeping
accurate records for strategic planning on increasing our production, sales and profitability in an
extremely competitive market. This preparedness also served me well when I became a teacher
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and later as an administrator. I served as a teacher, department chairman, principal and a
superintendent of schools for 25 years. I was a full time educator for 35 years, and also kept my
hand involved in business. I always felt that my teaching success came about because of my
business training of preparedness, planning skills and a focus of always having goals for me, for
my students and for my fellow educators.
The School Alliance for Continuous Improvement (SACI) has operated in New York
State for several years. This organization existed for the purpose of doing school quality
reviews, and for training staff in gearing instruction towards evidentiary outcomes that provide
proof of student learning. This process is a great starting point for examining the questions
raised regarding school business officials’ work and how it might affect instruction, and whether
they consider these impacts in performing their work functions.
The process followed in a SACI review is very similar to the methodology that conforms
to the work recommended for conducting case study research as recommended by Yin (1994)
and others, and from my own experience in SACI reviews and training SACI reviewers. It is an
ideal model for this investigation, as will be further explained in Chapter III.
Following my retirement as a superintendent of schools I became a Team Leader for
SACI. In this role I trained teachers and administrators how to become a SACI trainer, with the
specific goal of having them use the model to serve as guidance for their teaching. The belief is
that if they provided evidence on a continuing basis that students have learned, they will be
effective teachers/educators.
In addition to the training, I also led SACI reviews of district curricular areas for the K12 program, and became a part of Middle States Association accreditation reviews. I did this for
five years, and became proficient in using case study methodology.
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Overview of Subsequent Chapters
The following chapter contains a statement of what guided the preparation of the
literature review, followed by an explanation of why the title of school business official exists,
what the functions of the position are, and what the path is to becoming a school business
official.
The next section is the literature review, which explores what is known about the position
of business officials and their impact on learning. This is a lean area with few citations that
addresses the specific question, but it does delve into the specific functions performed as
enumerated by the ASBO Standards. This is followed by a summary of the literature.
Chapter III covers the methodology used in this research, and how case study
methodology works. Each of the school districts that agreed to participate in the study is
introduced. This is followed by a description of the interview process used in the study, along
with an explanation of the document gathering process and a description of how personal
observations entered into the process. Next is an explanation of how case study data is analyzed,
and which process was used in this research.
Interview details are explained in Chapter IV, followed by findings from document
reviews, and observations that were made.
The research concludes with a summary of the findings of the study, and what
conclusions were drawn. There is also a statement of the limitations of the study, and
recommendations for further research.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE AND OVERVIEW

School Business Leader Functions
There is very little literature in peer reviewed sources that directly addresses the primary
questions of this research. How do the functions that school business officials perform affect
teaching and learning, do school business officials take these into account in performing their
work? There is a great deal of literature on the roles and responsibilities of the school business
leader, and this paper includes relevant commentaries from professional journals, and from
ASBO reports.
This research began with an extensive search for literature on the overall functions of the
school business official, and their impact on teaching and learning, and found only Musso’s
article. It was then decided to look for literature on specific business functions and their impact
on teaching and learning.
ASBO’s seven standards and the area of leadership provided the basis for this search. Is
there evidence that the school business official’s position is directed at how the functions of the
job are related to teaching and learning, or is the literature primarily focused on how to perform
the work?
Literature generally consists of information on how to perform the job duties of the
position of the school business leader in a more efficient or different way so as to enhance the
effectiveness of school business functions. This is likely true for many, if not most trade
publications serving the needs of their membership. Often these publications help define the
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work of school business leaders, and keep them current with new trends in technology,
procedures, and general practices of the profession.
In a study done in 1980, the researcher looked to identify what competencies were
needed by chief school business administrators in large and small school districts. It indicated
what job responsibilities were to be reviewed and they were noted as follows:
Among the 28 task areas were financial planning and budgeting, fiscal auditing and
reporting, purchasing, legal control, office management, plant maintenance, community
relations, data processing, transportation services, food service, and staff development.
Statistical analysis indicated that the CSBAs considered fiscally-related competencies
most important; that CSBAs have less responsibility for more specialized areas, such as
facilities planning; that CSBAs from small districts ranked some fiscal competencies
higher than did large districts' CSBAs; and that CSBAs from large districts delegated
more responsibilities than did those from small districts (McGuffy, 1980, p.1).
In addition to the above responsibilities, the school business official (SBO) is responsible
for a myriad of duties related to human resource management. These duties generally include
the overall supervision of all non-instructional personnel in the school system, as well as the
custodial and maintenance staff, including the Director of Operations and Maintenance, and all
transportation staff, including the Transportation Supervisor. The SBO also supervises the food
service staff, including the Food Service Director; and when the food service is subcontracted,
the SBO is still charged with the oversight of this function.
In these roles the SBO is the top school official, directly below the superintendent of
schools, and has supervisory responsibility for all of these services. Are any of these services
directly impacting learning? The interviews with staff for this research, and the examination of
documents, as well as observations made during time spent in school may provide evidence that
they do.
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As can be seen, the above study does edify the complex nature of the school business
official’s role, however it does not acknowledge or allude to the relationship of the work with
any impact on learning. This study reflects the past thinking that the school business official is a
keeper of the funds and doesn’t have a direct participation in the learning function of the school
system. There is a declared difference in today’s thinking when the role is examined in
professional trade associations at the state and national level. However, there is little study on the
exact nature of this impact.
Another impact of the school business function on teaching and learning may arise in
small and rural districts. In many of these districts the business functions are often performed by
the superintendent of the school district or staff that is not credentialed to fulfill this function.
Such is the case in Wisconsin, where in 2003, “approximately 62% of all Wisconsin school
districts operated without a licensed school business manager” (Brown, 2006).
Based on a 2003 study of 130 Colorado superintendents by the Colorado Association of
School Executives (CASE), school finance is a major component of the rural school
superintendent’s workweek. According to that study, 49% of rural superintendents indicated that
they spend a minimum of 8 hours per week on the function of school finance. This compared
with only 29% for urban school administrators. (CASE, 2003).
If this data is correct, what is the impact on instruction if the instructional leaders of small
rural districts are not focusing on instruction, but in fact on school finance in general? Is this an
impact by the business function on instruction? The CASE study did not address this question
and the research proposed in this study will not include any district that does not have a school
business official. The addressing of this question may be considered a limitation of this study,
and a great question for future researchers.
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National and state level trade associations such as Association of School Business
Officials, International (ASBO), and the New York State Association of School Business
Officials (NYASBO) are two organizations that produce monthly journals for their members
containing the kind of information described above. ASBO’s publication is titled “School
Business Affairs”, and NYASBO’s is “The Reporter”. Both are well written and respected
publications that serve the needs of professionals in the field of school business leadership, and
are generally seen as required reading for learned practitioners.
These journals keep members informed regarding national and state political issues
affecting education, and how decisions or pending decisions might result in legislation that may
help or hurt public school finances, increase requirements and rules for local school districts, and
generally reflect the political and regulatory landscape. A small amount of attention focuses on
instructional impact by the school business leader's functions, and that usually occurs in the
monthly articles written by organization presidents or the executive director.
Is this also true of peer reviewed research journals in education, or is this primarily a
shortcoming of trade journals and other non-peer reviewed publications? We might expect that
the journals that are considered to be leaders in elementary and secondary leadership must at
least touch on the subject of school business leaders, and if so, do these publications examine the
impact on instruction by school business leaders?
To answer these questions the literature was reviewed in some of the most leading
educational research journals. Among these were Educational Administration Quarterly, Journal
of Education Policy, Educational Evaluation & Policy Analysis, Journal of Educational
Administration, Economics of Education Review, Harvard Educational Review, Educational
Researcher, Review of Research in Education, Phi Delta Kappan, Teachers College Record, The

30

Journal of Higher Education, Educational Record, New Directions for Higher Education, and
Administrative Science Quarterly.
These journals paid little attention to the work of school business leaders and none to
their impact on instruction. These subjects have been left almost entirely to those trade
associations that publish their own journals, and organizations that are directly involved in the
actual work of school business leaders.
Harvard Educational Review did publish an article in the summer 2006 edition titled
“Using Mayoral Involvement in District Reform to Support Instructional Change”. This article
looks at how city mayors become involved in instructional improvement initiatives, how
successful these efforts are, and what mayors can do to make a difference moving forward. The
focus, they argue, should be on “a new type of education support structure – a ‘smart system’ of
schools – that marries technical, instructional, and political improvements to ensure results and
equity for all students” (Simmons, Foley, Ucelli, 2006, p. 194).
Smart systems focus on three principles:
*results, by making decisions and holding people throughout the system
accountable by using indicators of school and district performance and practices
*equity, by providing schools, students, and teachers with needed support and
timely interventions and by ensuring that schools have the power and resources to
make good decisions
*community, by engaging many different individuals and organizations in the
public, community based, and private sectors to support and sustain the healthy
learning and development of children and youth (Simmons, et al., 2006)
This article provides very specific research based recommendations for mayors to make
instructional improvements to school districts. However, when similar information is
searched for in this twice cited journal of prestige, no similar studies are present for the
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position of school business official, but all of the arguments that are addressed to mayors
would also apply to school business officials.
It would seem that if results are related to practices, and that support, power and
resources are related to equity, and that support is related to community, then all three of
these relationships have a pairing with the work of the school business official. The
above research did not look at these functions for the school business official, but this
research will. School business officials have long been charged with the management
and distribution of resources, and for providing support both financial and
programmatically, and for working closely with individuals, public organizations, and the
private sector in providing quality educational programs for students.
In addition to the above, Haas et al (2007), conducted an analysis of the citations to
Educational Administration Quarterly, 1979 – 2003. In this analysis they determined what were
the most cited articles by total number of citations from 1979 through 2003. Not one of the
articles indicated had anything to do with the position of the school business leader.
These citations do not tell the whole story of Educational Administration Quarterly’s
interest in school business leadership, but it is another indicator of the lack of interest in
seriously examining the work of school business leaders in what is generally acknowledged to be
one of the most influential and prestigious journals in educational administration.
It is considered common wisdom that students not having a safe and secure environment
do not learn as well as those who do. This is a principal tenet in the effective schools research,
and one that schools try very hard to attend to (Leazotte, 1999). Much effort goes into bond
issues for school improvement to keep school buildings sound, secure, and maximally supportive
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of a good learning environment. The quality upkeep of school buildings is tasked to
maintenance personnel, which is routinely under the control of the school business official.
This and other functions such as school food service, transportation, and purchasing all
have easily seen and documented relationships to student achievement. Who could not argue
that if the students are not safely and reliably transported to their school buildings each day, that
education would not take place at all? Who could not argue that if the needed supplies, books,
equipment and other instructionally relevant materials were not purchased and delivered to the
classrooms that learning would be impeded? Who could not argue that if the children are left
hungry each day that their learning would be impeded?
These questions and how many other issues that fall under the control of the school
business official have a direct impact on learning? If this is the case, why is there little literature
examining this impact?
If these areas, and others, are things that impact instruction, why is there virtually no
literature examining what school business officials do to consider this impact as they go about
their daily work?
In a 1992 study of ASBO members, the research examined the competencies and training
needed to become a school business official. Members of ASBO from throughout the U. S. and
Canada were surveyed. Surveys were sent out to 1,050 school business officials with 708 surveys
being returned for a return rate of 72.8%.
The study explored the two career paths usually taken by school business officials to
arrive in the central office: through the classroom and school administration, and from the
private sector (Peterson, 1992, Abstract, p. 1).
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The survey examined both certified and non-certified school business officials. The noncertified respondents had come to their employment through private or public business
management employment, while the certified school business officials had arrived at their post
through teacher training, with additional study in business and management. The additional
training may have come from universities or through workshops and conferences.
Among the business management track, there were those who had a BS degree or higher,
and those who had an associate degree or no degree at all. In many states this variation is
available, and as was indicated, this option exists in New York, by qualifying without a degree
through the Civil Service Examination path, with required experience or training or a
combination of both.
In identifying the areas of knowledge necessary for success as a school business official,
research findings indicated that the method in which you had been trained was seen as the most
appropriate way to be trained. That is, if you went to a school of business, and then had work
experience in your field in the private sector, then you thought that route should be maintained; if
you went to an education institution and became a teacher and/or principal on the way to the
school business official job, then you felt that was the best route; and if you came through an
experience route, then you thought this was the best method.
This study asked respondents to identify what areas of study should be undertaken to
become a school business official and where should this study take place. Should the study be
accomplished at business schools, schools of education, at workshops, or some other form of
outside training? The results of this inquiry indicated that most respondents thought that study
for the profession should occur in the areas that they themselves had been trained in. There has
been no empirical research to affirm or challenge any of these assertions.
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Stevenson and Tharpe (1999) wrote an introductory chapter in their book, The School
Business Administrator, that asks, “Who Are the School Business Administrators --- and What
Do They Do?” In answering this question they summarize that:
The school business official of the 21st century is a highly trained and respected member
of the management team responsible for a nation’s most important product --- the
education of its children. The modern school business official must not only be
knowledgeable and skilled in the technical aspects of school district operation, but must
also be highly skilled as a communicator and team player. As a key member of a school
district’s administrative team, today’s school business administrator provides critical
information and advice to superintendents, school boards, and communities as they chart
the educational future of the community’s children.
School business managers are no longer envisioned as a green-visored bean counter.
Instead, they are recognized as the “chief financial officers” of school systems akin to
private-sector professionals who manage the vast resources of multi-national corporations
(p. 6).
This definition is a general description of what school business leaders do, and is very
much like other publications serving school business officials. The authors go on from this
definitional description of the position of school business official, and review the various
responsibilities of the school business official. This book, like many others, does make mention
that some of the functions performed by the school business official have some impact on the
teaching and learning process, but provides virtually no evidence or mention that school business
officials consider that impact, or suggestions on how they might do so.
While there has been no research on the school business official’s impact on student
learning, there is research that indicates that some of the functions performed by the school
business official do have an impact on learning.
Archibald in 2006 examined the question of whether or not educational resources affect
student achievement. She reported in her findings that
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At the school level, school size and school-level poverty had negative, statistically
significant impacts on both math and reading. Also, addressing the second research
question, per-pupil spending was positively related to achievement in math and reading,
and the result was statistically significant for reading. This finding may be used as
evidence that resources do in fact matter when the goal is to improve student achievement
on standardized tests (Archibald, 2006, p. 34).
School Business Officials Impact on Instruction
An interesting by-product of this study is that there has been virtually no straightforward
mention of how the work of the school business official in and of itself affects the overall
learning process.
How do superintendents and school business officials themselves view the work that is
performed by the incumbents of the post? This question was researched by McGreevy when she
determined that, “More than at any time in American history, school business officials are
dealing with public scrutiny focused on how well a school produces a product for the public
monies invested despite political, demographic, societal, and financial changes and challenges”
(McGreevy, 2006, p. 2).
This focus suggests that the school business official has a role in the learning that takes
place in the schools. However the research focuses primarily on the school business official as a
chief financial officer, and how effectively this work is performed as perceived by the
superintendent and the school business official themselves. The research does affirm the
complicated nature of the work and generally concludes that there is broad agreement by the two
reviewing groups about the dynamic nature of the work of the school business official and that it
is effectively performed. The exact impact on learning is not looked at in depth.
In another study, the expectations of school business officials as perceived by
superintendents, principals and school business officials were examined. The author of this
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research states that “This expansion of responsibilities has made the chief business official more
than a ‘number cruncher.’ The chief business official has become actively involved in the
educational process, particularly with the current trend of decentralization” (Medeiros, 2000, p.
129). In spite of this declaration, the research has not actually examined how school business
officials become actively involved in the educational process.
The research did find that there were many commonalities from the three groups
regarding perceptions of the professional characteristics that school business officials should
possess, how they should be professionally prepared for their position, what type of professional
growth they should participate in, and what types of personality characteristics are best suited for
the position. The study also looked to see if there were significant differences in these
perceptions among the three groups being studied (Medeiros, 2000, p. 130 – 131).
Surveys were distributed to 80 superintendents, 80 principals and 80 chief business
officials and 52 were returned by superintendents, 53 by principals and, 57 by chief business
officials. This represented a total return of 68% of those surveyed (Medeiros, 2000, p. 132).
The groups surveyed agreed on most perceptions with slight variability, except in the area
of professional growth. The findings were quite different in the area of professional growth,
with the chief business officials finding that the need for a doctorate degree was significantly
lower than that of the superintendents and principals.
The general findings of the study regarding the role of the chief business official’s
involvement in the educational process were that the chief business official should be on the
superintendent’s cabinet, and “the chief business official should be able to support the
superintendent in educational improvement.” (Medeiros, 2000, p. 138)
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The purpose of the study was to compare the perceptions of superintendents, principals
and chief business officials in California and to determine what expectations existed for the role
from these three groups, and then to examine differences and similarities in their perceptions.
The research did not lead them to a common interest in a significant role in the educational
process beyond that of general support. This seems to be a common theme in this and other
literature.
Santo noted that “The school business administrator is an integral and important part of
the management team which supervises the educational program within the local school districts
of America. Practically every educational decision has business implications and likewise any
business or dollars and cents decision in a school district has educational implications.” (Santo,
2000, p. 1)
Santo did an examination of 151 competencies that were grouped in 27 areas to
determine the degree to which competence was needed in selected knowledge and technical skill
areas by the entry level school business administrator.
The bulk of these 151 competencies were developed by Dr. Frederick L. Mayerson in
1979. The research instrument used in this study was a combination of a proven research
instrument with sections added to modernize the instrument. The original instrument was
used in the 1979 dissertation of Dr. Frederic L. Mayerson for the Degree of Doctor of
Philosophy at Saint John's University.
The added sections were knowledge and technical competencies for collective bargaining
negotiations, data processing, and grantsmanship which were not included in the original
study instrument. The addition of these three sections represents a distillation of ideas and
trends suggested in the literature. This updated instrument consists of 151 descriptive
statements (Santo, 2000, p. 58-59).
This statement of competencies is a detailed, researched and validated list of duties of a
school business official. The list does not indicate that the work of the school business official is
directly related to teaching and learning, except insofar as it affects the finances and other
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resources available to schools and teachers. It is clear that those duties performed are necessary
components to allow any school district to operate.
Sansouci makes the case in his research that school business officials do have a role in
the educational process in addition to their numerous other responsibilities. He states that,
First, the position of school business official is central to the effective management of
resources in a district. Indeed, financial accountability is fundamental to the position.
Second, there is a significant body of literature that indicates that school leaders are
important to school success. Given that status, both financial and instructional
accountability are key attributes of the school business official’s position (Sansouci,
2008, p. 6).
However, this research does not state what exactly the work is, or what impact it has on the
teaching and learning process.
Stevenson and Tharpe list 16 “typical duties” that are the responsibility of the school
business officials, and include such things as accounting, insurance, transportation of pupils, etc.;
however, no mention is made of anything to do with instruction. The authors also note that there
are “New Areas of Responsibility” and state that “Public Relations and Site Based Management
& Privatization” would be considered as such. They go on to note that the roles associated with
these responsibilities “become both tutor and facilitator to principals as schools are assigned
increasing direct responsibility – not only for curricular decisions – but also for how funds will
be budgeted and expended” (Stevenson and Tharpe, 1999, p.52).
These assertions are looked at a bit more deeply in a study conducted by William F. Ware
in the preparation of his doctoral dissertation. In this study he notes that “at the present time this
official is viewed as a planner, trainer, staff developer, and facilitator of change as school
districts move toward school-based management” (Ware, 1995). This is a clear expansion of the
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role of school business official from that of a person that is largely interested only in the finances
of the district.
Gutman notes in her research that the role of the school business official is dynamic and
evolves as educational reform movements and economic factors impact on the way in which
schools operate (Gutman, 2003). In other words, the role of the school business official cannot
be stated as a set of practices that are employed by practitioners without at the same time
recognizing the dynamic nature of the position. It also implies that the persons occupying this
role have to be prepared to change, and should be educated as part of their preparation for this
continuous dynamism.
Financial Resource Management
The role of the school business official in the oversight and planning of school district
finances is one that is arguably the first and most significant responsibility of the job. The parts
of this work have different forms as noted in Table 2 from the ASBO Standards. They include
budgeting and financial planning, accounting, auditing, cash management, investments, and debt
management, as well a general understanding of economic theories and markets. This work is
the management of the fuel that allows the educational enterprise to run.
A study that takes a look at how financial resource management impacts learning was
carried out by Roza and Hill (2004) when they investigated and wrote “How Within-District
Spending Inequities Help Some Schools to Fail”.
They examined how large urban districts fund their individual schools, and how the
financial practices that they employ diverts funds away from the neediest schools, and sends the
best and most talented teachers to the schools that have the least need.
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One of the problems revealed is that the expenditure systems of the largest school
systems don’t accurately account for their expenses. The systems are fragmented because often
funders require a separate accounting for their programs. This is true with state funds and
federal funds. It is also the case when one examines separate programs such as Title 1, special
education funds, and other programs that have a specific intent. As a result, in large urban
districts this separation of funds provides a non-specific view of the total funds being spent in
specific schools. “The fact that districts do not know how much is spent at one school versus
another allows for serious inequities that often hurt the schools most in need of resources” (Roza
and Hill, 2004, p. 202).
The situation is compounded when school districts are allowed to use average teacher
salaries to determine equity among schools. When the researchers looked at this practice, it not
only provided an inaccurate picture of real expenditures, but also showed that teacher
qualifications are not spread evenly throughout schools.
This imbalance of teachers comes about for several reasons, not the least of which is the
culture of the schools themselves. Teachers working in high performing schools often teach
students with more affluent parents, who read to their children and see to it that their homework
is done. Teachers working in a lower performing school often do not have that same support
system.
A second reason this imbalance occurs is that most teacher contracts provide that senior
teachers be given preference in where they teach. When vacancies occur in wealthier
neighborhoods those teachers with seniority seek out the positions that are attractive to them.
Finally, experienced teachers often have no incentive to work in challenging schools
(Roza and Hill, 2004). Typically salary schedules are organized on years of experience and the
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amount of graduate work completed. Schools that are struggling have no arsenal of attractive
incentives other than the self-gratification of helping the neediest of students.
Barbara Hunter (1995) writes for the American Association of School Administrators that
school leaders must use creative means to find money to improve and deliver instruction and
services to their schools. She offers a handbook that describes innovative strategies that school
leaders have used to find scarce dollars for purchasing educational technology.
This effort to support instruction by providing the necessary financial support is one of
the most obvious methods of support that school business leaders perform. School leaders must
use creative means to find money to improve and deliver instruction and services to their
schools.
Ayers (2011) looks at program evaluation as a means of directing financial resources to
instruction that is effective. In an article written for “School Business Affairs” he describes how
to measure the effectiveness of instructional programs by examining the cost-effectiveness of the
district's programs and initiatives. In this effort he looks to see if specific goals have been met
that were the objectives of the investment. For example, if the district bought a staff
development program that was intended to improve math scores, the school business official then
follows up by reporting on the investment amounts on a regular basis so that instructional
leadership can determine if the investment made was worth it. This process again uses the
school business function to impact instruction so that the best use of the instructional dollars is
achieved.
The methodology of managing finances and resources efficiently and effectively as a
means of impacting instruction was also addressed by Levenson (2011) on how to target
strategies that maximize instructional bang for the limited buck. In this article the author
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described a plan of action that was put in place in the Arlington, Massachusetts school district
that focused budgeting and spending where it would have the most impact on learning. “The
effort had phases: (1) clarify a strategy; (2) allocate resources to the strategy; (3) foster
teamwork; (4) think creatively about funding sources; and (5) take a fresh look at the district’s
approach to special education” (Levenson, 2011, p. 11). The business leader was used to analyze
and direct financial resources so as to positively impact instruction, and implement the district’s
plan.
Another look taken at financial management is Jay Chambers, et al. in the March, 2010
edition of School Business Affairs in the article, “Strategic School Funding for Improved Student
Achievement.” In this article the authors share the research that is underway to “develop and
implement more equitable and transparent strategies for allocating resources to schools within
districts and to link those strategies to systems that encourage innovation and efficiency and
strengthen accountability for student outcomes” (Chambers, et al., 2010, p. 8).
The research was carried out in three urban districts on the west coast: Los Angeles,
Pasadena and Twin Rivers. They looked to see what the effect of new management systems was
on student learning. They had a specific process to follow in allocating resources within each
district over a period of three school years beginning in 2009-2010, and finishing at the end of
the 2013-2014 school year. The responsibility for tracking, distributing and reporting on the
finances for this project aimed at improving student performance rested with the school business
officials. Undoubtedly, a great deal of analysis and planning took place in the business offices of
the participating districts.
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These conditions along with the inability of districts to quantify this data and use it to
drive instructional decisions certainly make clear that the financial management of a district can
truly have a significant impact on learning.
Human Resource Management
ASBO, International states that “In the education sector, the critical importance of human
resource management is the administration and monitoring of personnel, benefits, professional
development, labor relations, employment agreements, and the fostering of human relations.”
Each of these areas is covered under the broad headings of “Personnel and Benefits
Administration, Professional Development, Labor Relations and Employment Agreements, and
Human Relations (ASBO Standards from website, 2013).
This definition doesn’t stand alone in the world of human resource management, but is
complemented by other researchers, organizations and human research experts. The ASBO
definition focuses on the perspective of school business officials and the work that they perform.
In broaching this definition it is wise to look at the definition from other sources and to observe
where they coincide and differ.
Butcher notes that “Human Resource Management involves interviewing applicants,
training staff, and employee retention. Compensation, benefits, employee/labor relations, health
and safety, and security issues are a few of the aspects of the human resource management
division” (Butcher, 2007, p. 2). This statement, along with others, parallels traditional views on
the function of human resource management.
Other definitions of human resource management are provided by Monks, et al (2013) in
an article titled “Understanding how HR systems work: the role of HR philosophy and HR
Processes.” In this article the authors state that “There is general acceptance that HR systems
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comprise a number of different levels (Becker and Gerhart, 1996; Boxall and Mackay, 2009;
Jiang et al., 2012); that, at a minimum, they consist of HR policies, practices and processes
(Schuler, 1992; Monks and McMackin, 2001; Kepes and Delery, 2007) and they can be linked to
outcomes at employee and organisational levels (Nishii et al., 2008; Boxall et al., 2011)”
(Monks, et.al., 2013, p. 2).
These definitions, although broad, parallel that of the elements identified by ASBO in
their standards for human resource management. Bowen and Ostroff, 2004, state that
Two interrelated features of an HRM system can be distinguished: content and process.
By content, we mean the individual practices and policies intended to achieve a particular
objective (e.g., practices to promote innovation, or autonomy). The content of the HRM
system refers to the set of practices adopted and, ideally, should be largely driven by the
strategic goals and values of the organization. That is, given some strategic goal such as
service, efficiency, or quality, a set of HRM practices should be devised to help direct
human resources in meeting this goal (p. 206).
The school business official’s role in this environment is ever present. They are the gate
keepers for the compensation and benefits that support all employees in a school system. Fair
and consistent implementation of salaries and benefits is a necessary component of any human
resource program, and is augmented by the personal contact that all employees have with every
school districts business office. A sour relationship with employees or sloppy bookkeeping
affecting the distribution of compensation can produce a plethora of problems for employees and
management even in districts where student achievement is high.
In a study conducted in 2000, five schools were selected by researchers to look at the
reallocation of resources to see what impact, if any, was obtained on student achievement.
Although the focus of this study was not to examine the work of the school business official, it is
apparent that the research could not have been conducted without the involvement of the
business office. The authors noted:
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In order to learn more about schools that have adopted one or more of these three general
educational strategies, we studied the resource reallocation process in five elementary
schools. Two of the schools focused on class-size reduction and three adopted a national
school design that included teacher tutors for struggling students, intensive professional
development and a full-time instructional facilitator. This article describes how these
five schools reallocated resources to fund these costly new programmatic strategies
(Odden & Archibald, 2000, p. 547).
This study relied heavily on monitoring the shifting of resources and the study of results
with students. The study never said that it obtained the data for this study from the school
business official or the office of the school business official. It also did not indicate which
departments in the five schools being studied supplied the academic results for the study, but it
can be safely assumed that the financial data came from the business office. If this is true, is the
work performed by the business official suggestive of an impact on learning? Did the school
business official play a hand in the decision making process which provided these outcomes? In
each of the five cases studied it was noted that:
In sum, all of the schools we studied were able to implement expensive educational
strategies to boost student achievement with very little new funding. They did so by
reallocating their current resources - largely their categorical program dollars - away from
programs or practices that they believed were ineffective and inefficient. By gaining
some control over their budgets and rethinking the way such resources are used, schools
like these are just beginning to tap into the power of resource reallocation (Odden &
Archibald, 2000, p. 564).
In a similar study, Odden, et al., looked at defining school-level expenditures that reflect
educational strategies. In the article Odden states that “The study presented in this article
advances finance research along these lines by developing a school-level expenditure structure
that arrays a school's spending in a manner that illustrates key components of instructional
delivery” (Odden, et al., 2003, p. 323).
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[The] paper presents a new expenditure structure organized into nine expenditure
elements that help reveal the educational strategies behind a school's use of resources.
The structure also includes a set of resource indicators that reveal even more about the
school's strategies and the impact of its resource allocation choices. As this paper shows,
when the budget data and resource indicators from the schools in this research sample
were organized according to the expenditure structure, strategies such as class-size
reduction and a focus on core academics were clearly visible (Odden, et al, 2003, p. 331334).

1. Core academic teachers. This includes all teachers that provide instruction in a
school's core academic subjects of reading/English/language arts, mathematics, science,
and history/social studies. This includes all teachers in the elementary, middle and high
schools for the above stated subjects as well as special education teachers that teach in
these areas. These costs are estimated by multiplying the number of full-time equivalent
(FTE) teachers in the expenditure element by the teacher's salary plus fringe benefits.
2. Specialist and elective teachers. This expenditure element consists of licensed teachers
who teach non-core academic classes, and usually provide planning and preparation time
for core academic teachers, and for instructional services in all other areas.
3. Extra help. This category mainly consists of licensed teachers from a wide variety of
strategies designed to assist struggling students, or students with special needs, to learn a
school's regular curriculum.
In addition this area also includes all tutors who are licensed teachers and provide oneon-one help to students, extra help laboratories, Resource rooms that provide small
groups of students with extra help, inclusion teachers who assist regular classroom
teachers with mainstreamed students who have physical or mental disabilities, or some
learning problem, teachers of English as a second language (ESL), self-contained special
education classrooms in which teachers and instructional aides work with severely
disabled students for most or all of the school day, extended day or summer school
programs, district alternative programs located in a school.
4. Professional development.
5. Other non-classroom instructional staff, which includes licensed and non-licensed
instructional staffs that support a school's instructional program.
6. Instructional materials and equipment.
7. Student support that consists of school-based student support staff such as counselors,
nurses, social workers, psychologists, attendance monitors, or parent liaisons, as well as
school expenditures for extra-curricular activities and athletics.
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8. Administration consisting of all expenditures pertaining to the administration of a
school, including the principal, assistant principal(s), clerical staff, administrative office
supplies, equipment and technology, and school reserve funds.
9. Operations and maintenance. This expenditure element includes the costs of staff,
supplies, and equipment for custodial services, food services, and security, as well as
utilities and building and grounds maintenance charged to a school (Odden, et. al., 2003,
p. 331-334).
As all of the above spending elements have to do with the expenditure of funds, it is safe
to say that the school business official would have a hand in handling these expenses in every
area. What is not clear is, did the school business official have any decision making role in
determining the areas and levels of expense in each area?
This work was focused on elementary and high schools, but the authors suggest that the
framework used for this study should be researched further to determine its applicability with
middle schools.
In 2008, Odden, and additional collaborative researchers, continued to look at the notion
of resource allocation as a way to improve teaching and learning. This study examined this idea
in eleven elementary schools in four states. The need for data (which comes from the business
offices) is endemic to the study. The tracking of resources involves the school business official
who is clearly in the middle of these instructional improvement studies, and should be something
that is going on in school districts on a regular basis. It is the financial function that is the most
recognizable of the work that takes place in a school district business office, but it is often
overlooked how this type of on-going monitoring is important to the overall strategy of high
quality teaching and learning. Is this function having an impact on learning, and what role is
taken on by the school business official?
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“Overall, this study found that schools in their fifth or sixth year using a comprehensive
school-reform model were still devoting considerable resources to professional development,
reflecting each design's emphasis on implementing a new instructional ‘regime’ in the schools”
(Odden, et al., 2008, p. 401).
In a related study Greenwald stated that, “The analysis found that a broad range of
resources were positively related to student outcomes, with effect sizes large enough to suggest
that moderate increases in spending may be associated with significant increases in achievement”
(Greenwald, et al., 1996, p. 361).
The Greenwald study firms up the notion that the school business officials need to track
and report the application of resources toward desired instructional areas. This enables school
districts to maximize a return on their efforts to increase student outcomes with their precious
dollars. This also contributes to the impact that a school business official can have on teaching
and learning. It also raises an important research question. Are school business officials
performing this function?
In another study regarding human resource management, the focus of the study was
conducted in a large urban school district, namely Aldine Independent School District in Texas.
In this study the focus was on recruiting and retaining quality school teachers in a large urban
setting. Aldine saw itself competing with other large urban districts, not only in Texas, but
throughout the country. They studied how best to out recruit competing districts, and to focus on
“hiring the best teachers as the only option” (Johnson & Kritsonis, 2007, p. 4). Once the best
candidate had been employed they determined how best to keep them in the district’s work force
for their careers.

49

The study determined that supporting new teachers, having a retention and mentorship
plan in a large urban school district, professional involvement by teachers, the quality of the
workplace, and the role of compensation are all critical for the retention of new teachers
(Johnson & Kristsonis, 2007). It was also clear from the study that the determination of
compensation levels and the on-going analysis of compensation were functions that would take
place in the school business official’s office. All of these functions made the role of school
business official a key part of the management team for the district.
The work of the school business official in the area of human resource management is
broad. Very few people would argue that the work of correctly preparing and distributing the
payroll is not essential to the enterprise of operating a school system. This along with benefit
calculations and administration is vital to the employment of all employees in a school district.
The literature does not recognize a connection between these factors and teaching and learning.
The strategic management of human capital in public education was analyzed and
reported on in June, 2008 by Odden and Kelly for the Strategic Management of Human Capital
(SMHC). This is a project of the Consortium for Policy Research in Education (CPRE) at the
University of Wisconsin-Madison (Odden & Kelly, 2008).
The study begins with the statement that “The strategic management of human capital in
public education concerns the acquisition, development, performance management and retention
of top talent in the nation’s schools, particularly large, urban school districts” (Odden & Kelly,
2008, p. 1). This study, like the study in Aldine, focuses on two major aspects. The first is the
recruitment and retention of teachers, principals, and human capital management leaders in the
nation’s large, urban, school districts. The emphasis in this endeavor is on recruiting and
retaining the best talent in each of these areas. The second is to strategically manage this talent
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in ways that support the strategic directions of the organization (Odden & Kelly, 2008). The
report is then developed in four sections:
Section 1 identifies the problems addressed by Strategic Management of Human Capital
(SMHC). Section 2 shows how a set of strategic human capital management systems can
be developed based on education system strategies to dramatically improve student
academic achievement. Section 3 describes strategic human capital management in more
detail and explains how it can be designed to help education systems implement their
educational improvement strategies. Section 4 concludes with a summary of several
contextual issues and identifies implications for policy and practice at the school, district,
state and federal levels (Odden & Kelly, 2008, p.3).
The report provides an analysis in each of the above areas and advice on how to proceed
to meet the targeted goals. The school business official would have to be involved in setting all
the strategies they discuss affecting recruitment and retention. The authors do not address the
leadership or impact of the school business official on any part of the process of improving
school districts and their education of the students; but clearly, the school business official would
have to be involved in setting all the strategies they discuss, hence another reason for this study.
The administration of salary and benefits, and the collective bargaining process to arrive
at the determination of salaries and benefits, as well as the administration of these agreements
consumes considerable amounts of time for the school business official. The appropriate
oversight responsibility for the professional development of all staff, and the evaluation of the
staff under the direct responsibility of the school business leader, make these functions an
important leadership role in every district. How then do all of these duties and responsibilities
impact learning in the school system?
This question was asked in the second edition of The Public Administration of American
Schools (Miller & Spalding, 1958), when the authors indicated that when primary emphasis is on
the question of how much is to be spent, attention is directed to keeping expenditures in line with
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those of previous years, and in relationship to other expenditures for local services financed
through taxation. If this is done, the value of the educational outcomes is not given the serious
consideration that it deserves. Such emphasis generally results in smaller expenditures, but it
may also result in a more wasteful expenditure for education.
The authors also indicated that even though a district may have a solvent financial status
and a low tax rate, it is a poor business proposition if it fails to effectively achieve the very
purpose for which it exists. This argument makes plain the notion that the functions of the
school business official ought to be directed at impacting the instruction of students. Human
resource management is most often a part of that function, and the objective of my research is to
determine if there is evidence that school leaders in general, and school business officials in
particular, take into account their decision making in such a relationship.
There is considerable research on how different kinds of compensation systems affect
teaching and learning. A great example is an article that appears in Phi Delta Kappan in May,
2010, titled Teacher Pay for Performance Context, Status and Direction by Springer and
Gardner. In this article the authors state that “It’s hard to miss the news about pay for
performance in the American K-12 public education system. For the past decade, Google News
reports an average of 4,558 news stories per year on teacher pay for performance” (p. 8).
Is there any conclusion from all of these investigations and reports? Springer and
Gardner say that “Teacher pay alone will not improve levels of student learning, and
compensation reform is just one element to be implemented alongside such areas as reforms that
retool resource allocation and deployment norms, teacher hiring, tenure and dismissal practices;
and the standards and assessments systems”(p. 14).
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This continues to be a topic that still generates a great deal of discussion. It is likely to
continue in the future, but the article sited above has no mention of the role that school business
officials play in the trial programs that are being discussed, and that likely will be the case going
forward. As these pay for results effort continue to be discussed, tried out and researched, the
role of the school business official in all of this will be fertile ground for continued research.
The school business official is truly part of the human resource equation in a number of
ways. They have the role and responsibility of directly supervising support personnel staff, and
also have human resource responsibilities that are intertwined with other school business
officials’ duties, such as the indirect supervision of custodial/maintenance personnel, school
lunch personnel and the transportation staff. Do these duties have an impact on instruction?
Facility Management
Does the management of facilities have an effect on teaching and learning in a school
district? ASBO states that
Research on learning has validated the effect of environmental stimuli on the learner.
Factors such as sound, light, temperature, and the design of space affect the ability of
individuals to learn and work. Hence, effective and efficient facility management
contributes to the educational process by providing the environment in which
instructional programs are delivered. Expertise in areas such as physical plant planning,
accountability for capital resources, and administration of the substantial public
investment in schools are basic performance competencies for school business officials
(ASBO Standards, 2013, p.8).
This guiding definition encompasses the whole notion of environmental effects on student
learning.
In another article from the archived information section of the US Department of
Education’s website the author states that “A growing body of research has linked student
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achievement and behavior to the physical building conditions and overcrowding” (US
Department of Education Archived Information, 2000, p.1).
This article goes on to cite a number of studies that support and illustrate the findings
noted above:
- “Students in school buildings in poor condition had achievement that was 6% below schools in
fair condition and 11% below schools in excellent condition” (Edwards, 1991, p. 1).
- “Achievement also appeared to be more directly related to cosmetic factors than to structural
ones. Poorer achievement was associated with specific building condition factors such as
substandard science facilities, air conditioning, locker conditions, classroom furniture, graffiti,
and noisy external environments” (Cash, 1993, p. 1).
- “Hines’ (1996) study of large urban high schools in Virginia also found a relationship between
building conditions and student achievement. Indeed, Hines found that student achievement was
as much as 11 percentile points lower in substandard buildings as compared to above-standard
buildings” (p. 1).
- “A study of North Dakota high schools, a state selected in part because of its relatively
homogeneous, rural populations, also found a positive relationship between school condition (as
measured by principals’ survey responses) and both student achievement and student behavior”
(Earthman, 1995, p. 2).
- “McGuffey (1982) concluded that heating and air conditioning systems appeared to be very
important, along with special instructional facilities (i.e., science laboratories or equipment) and
color and interior painting, in contributing to student achievement. Proper building maintenance
was also found to be related to better attitudes and fewer disciplinary problems in one cited
study” (p. 2).
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- “Research indicates that the quality of air inside public school facilities may significantly affect
students’ ability to concentrate. The evidence suggests that youth, especially those under ten
years of age, are more vulnerable than adults to the types of contaminates (asbestos, radon, and
formaldehyde) found in some school facilities” (Andrews and Neuroth, 1988, p. 2).
The above findings are also supported by the work of others. In the April, 2004 issue of
School Business Affairs, an article provided by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Indoor Environments Division tackles the subject of indoor air quality and learning. The agency
asked in this article, “Does Indoor Air Quality (IAQ) affect student learning?” The article
indicates that children’s overall performance due to sickness or absence from school, and the
illnesses most closely related to the absenteeism are respiratory infections and asthma. This
study and others also show that low ventilation rates and high levels of indoor pollution are
directly linked to health effects, absenteeism, and low productivity (CDC: Institute of Medicine
2000; Bornehag, Blomquist, et al. 2001; Platts-Mills 2000; Burr 2000; Raw, Roys, and
Whitehead 1993; Skyberg, Skulberg, et al. 1999; Myhrvold, Olsen, and Lauridsen 1996).
The same article also states that evidence shows that moderate changes in room
temperature affect children’s abilities to perform mental tasks that require concentration, such as
addition, multiplication, and sentence comprehension (U. S. Environmental Protection Agency,
2004).
In yet another study on facility management, it was noted that “Cutting back on cleaning
may lead to heightened health risks due to fungi and bacteria. Their possible negative effects in
the long-term (e.g. absenteeism, reduced productivity) reduced the advantages of short-term
profit” (Kok, et. al., 2011, p. 249-265). This article ends with the conclusion that “There is
sufficient proof to demonstrate the influence that quality and performance of facility
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management has upon academic achievement. Specifically, this concerns facility services that
directly affect the education process (e.g. HVAC systems, acoustic systems and cleaning)” (Kok,
et. al., 2011, p. 249-265).
In another study on school construction and renovation, the research revealed that
Based on the review of previous studies and the present case study, we can conclude that
physical environmental attributes of school facilities play an important role in students'
academic performance, attitudes, and behavior. While well-maintained and updated
facilities are important, when school districts are faced with major renovations, the
present study indicates that timing of the renovations is important. Subjecting students
and teachers to the noise and confusion of a building undergoing major renovation may
result in decreased student academic performance (Maxwell, 1999, p. 9).
The findings on the impact of facility management on instruction appear to be clear;
however, there is no mention of the role of the school business official. It is reasonable to
conclude that most school business officials are directly involved in the construction and
renovation of buildings, including direct management of architects and contractors. They are
routinely the overseers of the maintenance and custodial functions in most school systems. The
part they play may vary from district to district, but not to acknowledge that their management of
this function has a major impact in the learning environment, and hence on learning, would be
folly.
Property Acquisition and Management
ASBO describes property acquisition and management as consisting of a three part
responsibility for the school business official. These parts are purchasing, supply and fixed asset
management, and real estate management. The term property as it is used here includes more
than real estate. It includes all of the other fixed assets that are acquired, distributed and stored
by a school district.
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One study reports that, “Purchasing is a major function in educational resource
management related to providing the materials necessary to operate the educational programs
and facilities of the district. Purchasing involves expenditure of public moneys necessary for the
efficient operation of public schools” (Wood, Thompson, Picus, Tharpe, 1995, p. 20-21).
The school business official is most often the purchasing agent for school systems, and is
therefore charged with acquiring the assets that are needed to meet the needs of the district. In
large urban districts this function is often performed by a person employed as a purchasing agent
who reports to the assistant superintendent for business. In either event the school business
official has a key responsibility in the purchasing process for the district.
In this capacity the school business official is responsible for ethically purchasing and
procuring goods and services for the district, developing a purchasing process that complies with
all government regulations, obtaining good value for each procurement, using competitive
procurement procedures that are fair and reasonable and promote open competition, and
conducting all procurement without conflict of interest, impropriety, or any attempt to obtain
personal gain (ASBO Standards, website, 2013).
What happens in school systems where the purchasing process is not carried out properly
or effectively? There is ample evidence of this in the literature.
Take for example the case of the Pomona Unified School District. It was reported that
“Pomona Unified School District misspent at least $2.4 million from a taxpayer-funded program
meant to connect schools in low-income areas to the internet, a Daily Bulletin investigation
found.” The article went on to state that “Since 1998, the district has spent nearly $36 million in
E-Rate funds to build a massive, districtwide computer network. However, it misused a good
chunk of those millions to buy personal computers, servers used for unapproved purposes and
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other items not allowed by the program, despite warnings from federal officials” (Sullivan, T.,
Jaramillo, D., Himsworth, W., 2005, p. 1).
In Lee County Florida school superintendent James Browder cancelled the district’s
purchasing contract with Office Depot after administrators were unable to resolve a
dispute from a previous contract involving overcharges. The dispute stemmed from
purchases between June 2006 and January 2009, when the company had switched the Lee
County district to a pricing plan that ended up being more costly (Inside
Business/Purchasing, 2010).
Although Office Depot disputed the district’s position that it never agreed to the pricing
plan switch, the company did agree to refund $297,000, the extra amount Lee County
paid because of the switch. In paying the refund, Office Depot required the district to
promise not to pursue additional refunds district administrators believe they may have
been entitled to more refunds, but because of the company’s unwillingness to cooperate
with the district, they decided to take the $297,000. “It’s better than nothing,” said the
district’s communications director (Inside Business/Purchasing, 2010, Naples Daily
News, posted electronically Oct. 31, 2009).
These examples of purchasing practices that did not follow sound business practices are
both embarrassing to the district, and in some cases in direct violation of law and/or regulation.
Do the aforementioned examples suggest the importance of the school business official’s role in
purchasing and its impact on instruction? The answer is self-evident. Anytime money, staff
hours, and other resources are not going directly to teaching and learning, and it impacts learning
by taking away money from direct instruction, questions have to be raised asking if this is
prudent management of the district’s resources. The school business official will definitely be at
the center of these conversations.
So what happens when goods are purchased? Once goods have been procured it is the
school business official’s responsibility to develop and manage a distribution process, an
inventory system, and the long range maintenance and repair of these items. Additionally, a
system is required to reallocate and/or dispose of surplus, scrap, and obsolete materials and
equipment, and to implement a system for the proper valuation, classification, and depreciation
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of fixed assets, and to adequately control and account for capital assets (ASBO Standards,
website, 2013).
Most school business officials are responsible for overseeing a system of inventory
control and maintenance for all assets of the district. This allows the district to value their goods
and to insure them properly in the event of a loss. This system must be continuously maintained
with a periodic physical inventory to see to it that the inventory as recorded is both accurate and
up to date. This system of inventory control is a way to assure that resources get to the buildings
and classrooms where they are needed, and to insure that they are in fact needed.
Most districts are sizeable corporations with multiple buildings and large amount of
assets. This includes everything from school buses to sewing machines, computers, copiers and
science laboratory equipment, and a multitude of other assets. “An adequate inventory control
system for maintaining records of supplies and equipment is a necessity” (Wood, et al., 1995, p.
20-25).
The school business official is also most often responsible for real estate management,
including coordinating with other government agencies regarding zoning, land use, and other real
estate issues. The school business official is also usually responsible for overseeing the
acquisition and disposal of land and buildings, and implementing a use of facility system that
complies with all government regulations and is fair and equitable to outside users of district
facilities. (ASBO Standards, website 2013)
Do any of these functions impact teaching and learning, and do school business officials
take this impact into account when they perform them? The purpose of this research is to expand
the literature base on this topic.
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Information Management
The school business official is responsible for a growing information management
function. This is illustrated in an article written by Richard Weeks (2009) that is titled,
“Managing Technology Resourcefully: Part I—Technology and Instruction.” In this article
Weeks states that the power of digital technology is to improve student learning, and the
resulting effects of that technology will make the business of education more cost-effective.
Teachers are required to use data for formative assessment of students. The information
gathered should guide instruction, and determine if learning has taken place. The data provides
for a prescriptive approach to instruction, and hence the ability to be strategic and efficient.
The use of data also allows teachers and principals to use collaborative planning
strategies for directing efforts to achieve maximal success with student learning. Data helps
educators to determine what works and what doesn’t work. However for this kind of system to
exist there must be a good technical support system available to manage the information that
instructional staff needs. School business officials are becoming directly involved in the
management of this technological infrastructure. Do they have an impact on instruction in this
role?
How is this cost effectiveness monitored and measured? Weeks (2009) and ASBO
contend that this is the responsibility of the school business official. ASBO states that it is the
responsibility of the school business official to “Apply a practical and researched-based
knowledge of the components and skills to evaluate programs and business services” (ASBO
Standards from website, 2013).
If this is done correctly, such an evaluation will determine the effectiveness of the use of
technology in achieving the educational goals being sought, and the cost of this gain can be
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measured against the number of students being served. This analysis will contribute to the
proper distribution of district resources, and will allow the district to maximize the impact on
teaching and learning.
While the educational effectiveness of monitoring the district’s investment in technology
is being evaluated, the school business official is also responsible for the use of technology to
keep the financial house of the district in order. In the areas of budget and finance, online
purchasing and fund raising, videoconferencing, using barcodes and scanners for inventory
control, using technology to replace paper forms and applications for state reports, grants, free
and reduced priced lunch applications, and a myriad of other internal processes can be handled in
a paperless fashion (Ecker, McMahon, and Minnesang, 2000).
In the same issue of Leadership, Holland and Moore-Steward (2000) discuss the need to
educate principals in the proper use and planning for the use of technology. Throughout the
article the training of principals is emphasized even though citations are made using the term
“administrators” to apply to all that have a formal leadership role in schools. The article cites the
California Commission on Teacher Credentialing articulating its expectations for school
administrators’ competence in the use of technology. The commission states that administrators
must be able to use, manage and make decisions about several forms of technology. They need
to know what forms are appropriate for schools, and how these technologies can contribute to
instructional support, administrative decisions making, and the management of data.
Although the term administrators in the context above speaks to all administrators, this
article like so many others, fails to include the role of other administrative leaders, including
school business officials. This is not surprising, given the literature’s silence on school business
officials’ impact on instruction. Further research on this topic may help to clarify what impact
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really exists, and whether business officials actually consider it when they manage information
systems.
Ancillary Services
ASBO International states that there are three areas of responsibility that can be
considered as ancillary services for school business officials. These are food service,
transportation, and risk management. These three areas of responsibility are considered ancillary
because in the absence of all three, education could still take place, but not nearly as well as
when all three are present.
A. Food Service
School business officials provide the managerial oversight of the school lunch program in
most school districts. This service provides students with breakfast and lunch programs in
school districts, and works to provide the type of nutrition that helps support maximized
learning. This program is vital to proper childhood development, as well as the fuel source for
children to be safe and healthy. Sometimes children come to school having certain food allergies
that imperil this support and it falls to the school business leader to see that a food allergy
program is in place.
John Musso, (2014) the Executive Director of ASBO states that,
One in nine children in America live in families who are uncertain where or when their
next meal will come, according to the National Children’s Defense Fund report. In 1946,
President Truman signed the National School Lunch Act. And even though school lunch
programs existed prior, this act officially recognized the program. The act came about in
part due to the fact that during World War II, many men were rejected because of “diet
related problems.” This program was brought about as a “measure of national security, to
safeguard the health and well-being of the Nation’s children (School Nutrition
Association, n.d.i., p.7).
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The oversight of this program by school business officials is a critical function of school
districts, and may have a significant impact on the ability of children to focus and learn (p. 7).
ASBO International in its standards for school business officials writes that “International
studies confirm that children who eat nutritious meals perform better academically, show
improved behavior, and are physically healthier” (ASBO Standards, Website, 2013).
Eleanor Garrow (2011) writes that an estimated 2.2 million school-age children in the
United States have a food allergy and that number is on the rise. Obviously that statistic alone
makes it an imperative that the school system has a food allergy policy and a management plan.
These efforts are at the school building level, but school business leaders need to support this
initiative so that negative impacts on learning are not experienced.
How do food allergies impact learning? Obviously, being sick has an impact on learning.
In fact it may even cause the student to be absent from school. If the food allergy is very serious,
the sickness takes away energy, the ability to concentrate, and may include watery eyes, joint
stiffness, and other symptoms.
Many studies have documented the relationship between good nutrition and good
learning, and many articles have been written about the responsibility of the school business
official to exercise oversight of this program. These usually focus on managing the cash flow of
this program, overseeing the work of the school lunch manager and the staff, and seeing to it that
all relevant laws and regulations are adhered to in the operation of this function. However, there
is little if any information that asks about the relationship of these functions for the school
business official on the instruction of students.
Most school districts in New York State operate food services as self-supporting
operations. Stated another way, this means that they do not receive direct tax support from the
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school district’s general fund. They are run as independent businesses and do not have to ask for
the approval of the local citizens to operate when the annual budget vote is presented to the
public. In following this plan, many of the decisions about how to operate the school lunch
program are influenced by cost. This includes what is offered to eat. It is very realistic to note
that the decision about what food is sold in the program is made through the lens of cost
effectiveness and a concern about what students will buy, and not necessarily what impact the
nutrition of school meals has on students’ health or ability to learn. It is imperative that the
school business official look at their decisions with a focus on what learning impact they will
have. Does that happen?
Childhood obesity is reported in the popular press as a national problem. Judge and
Jahns (2007) report in the Journal of School Health that “Third grade overweight girls had
significantly more externalizing and internalizing problems as well as lower self-control scores
than non-overweight girls even after including socioeconomic and maternal education variables.
The general conclusions of this study suggest that how we deal with children’s overweight may
have implications for the future psychological health of a considerable proportion of U. S.
children” (p. 677). Does school lunch programming have a part in this? The answer is yes, and
schools and their business officials are part of the national debate regarding the school’s role in
all of this.
In another study, Murphy (2007) writes that “Over the past five years, significant new
evidence has documented the link between eating breakfast and learning. Recent studies show
that skipping breakfast is relatively common among children in the U. S. and other industrialized
nations and is associated with quantifiable negative consequences for academic, cognitive,
health, and mental health functioning” (p. 3).
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Once again, the school business official and the school lunch program are expected to
take a lead in providing nutritious and healthy meals, and breakfast is a part of this. However,
the school lunch program has created a political debate about what is to be on the menu. In spite
of what we know about the relationship between healthy meals and learning, and the best efforts
of school business officials and school lunch program directors, they find themselves in the
middle of this debate.
Sean Idowu, a biochemist whose research over the years has revolved around food
nutrition, genetics and health; writes for the Campaign on Accelerated Reduction of Maternal
Newborn and Child Mortality in Africa (CARMMA) an internet article titled, The Role of
Nutrition in Children’s Learning and their Behaviours (Idowu, 2013).
In the article Idowu writes “The nutritional options and choices available to children are
crucial to their growth and development. Whether it is their ability to learn or their behavioural
attitudes, nutrition always plays a key role. It cannot be overemphasized that nutrition has
profound effects on the brain and on our body’s physical functions” (Idowu, 2013, carmma.org).
It is clear that nutrition has a huge impact on a child’s learning ability and behavior.
Does the school district, the school business official, the administrative team, the faculty and the
community at large respond with actions that facilitate good nutrition for their students? Does
the school business official, armed with this information, act intentionally when setting goals for
the food service department in the district?
In a peer reviewed article Sibley, et al. (2008), report on the results of a 6 year study that
followed the implementation of the Making the Grade with Diet and Exercise (MGDE) program.
“The MGDE program consists of three core components: 1) environmental change to increase
access to physical activity every morning, 2) access to a free breakfast program to facilitate
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sound nutritional intake for all students, and 3) a reversal of the order of lunch and recess, such
that recess occurs before lunch” (p. 39). At the conclusion of this study the authors wrote that
“The information collected from the 6 year intervention at Springfield Local Elementary School
supports improved academic performance through increasing daily physical activity, providing a
nutritious breakfast, and placing recess before lunch” (p. 43).
In another peer reviewed article in the Journal of School Health, researchers reported on a
study of 5,517 students in grade 5 in 282 schools. This represented a response rate of 51.1% of
those invited to participate. The study focused on investigating the association between diet
quality and academic performance in the province of Nova Scotia, Canada.
At the conclusion of their study the authors report that “These findings demonstrate an
association between diet quality and academic performance and identify specific dietary factors
that contribute to this association. Additionally, this research supports the broader
implementation and investment in effective school nutrition programs that have the potential to
improve student access to healthy food choices, diet quality, academic performance, and, over
the long term, health” (Florence, Asbridge, and Veugelers, 2008, p. 214).
In 1989 the National Education Association (NEA) published a guide authored by Lynn
Parker and others that focused on the relationship between nutrition and learning. This guide
provided information and actions that could be taken to see that disadvantaged children have
access to breakfast and lunch programs that offer healthy and nutritious meals, and that give
disadvantaged children access to such meals without stigma so that they might be able to succeed
in school. The guide is divided into two parts. Part 1 reviews research linking nutrition and
academic performance. Part 2 provides suggestions for solving students’ nutritional problems
(Parker, 1989).
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The school business official needs to be aware of the information that is contained in both
sections of the NEA guide so that their school breakfast and lunch programs are providing the
kinds of nutrition that is needed for students to succeed. In addition they may also look to
engage the rest of the leadership team in their district to exhort teachers and parents in what
nutritional inputs are best for their students and children.
This can be done by teaching good nutrition to their students, by passing on similar
information to parents, including the data regarding best practices for affecting learning, and to
watch for eating disorders and poor practices with the children under their charge. In effect, the
school lunch program becomes part of the instructional program. The NEA guide may be a great
resource for leading that effort.
Current literature is abundant in establishing the relationship between nutrition and
general wellness principles and the ability to learn and reason cognitively. The relationship of
the school business official as the administrator most often charged with the oversight of this
significant program is routinely omitted from the research literature as it relates to the
performance of those duties, and how they impact instruction.
B. Transportation
“The transportation of children is a major logistical task for all school districts. In
addition to getting students to and from school, educational visits are an additional
responsibility” ASBO Standards, website (2013). It should also be noted that the transportation
of students participating in extra-curricular programs such as athletics is also a significant
responsibility for the same districts.
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One could assume that this is a fairly straight forward proposition, in that children cannot
begin to learn at school if they cannot get to the school house door. Therefore, districts should
buy some school buses, hire qualified drivers, and the transportation needs would be fulfilled.
This responsibility is most often placed in the hands of the school business official. If the
district provides its own buses and drivers, these same buses must also be maintained, and
schedules prepared for providing this service. The district might choose to contract this service to
an outside provider, but the responsibility for monitoring the transportation service is still
assigned to the school business official. Does this function impact learning? What does the
literature say? As with prior topics there is little study that asks the question of impact on
instruction through this work.
This is a much more complex issue than initially meets the eye. School aged children
being transported to school can be disruptive creating an unsafe condition for the students and
the driver. This disruption can take many forms such as talking loudly, fighting, bullying, sexual
misconduct, etc.
Maricle (2011) reports that she became part of a transportation issue that affected her
child’s learning by virtue of where they live. She and her family live on a farm outside of Bruno,
Minnesota, a town of 102 residents in the northern part of Pine County. Her 14 year old son
attended an elementary school that required a bus drive of approximately one hour and 30
minutes one way. She was able to cut that down by driving a part of the trip herself and having
her son picked up by the bus at a different location. They did this throughout his elementary
school years.
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Maricle writes that “Our family’s experiences sync up with the findings of an awardwinning report by the Rural School and Community Trust. The 2002 study examined the results
of school consolidations in West Virginia in 1990.” Among the findings:
- In four years the number of children who rode buses longer than two hours a day
doubled even though 25,000 fewer children rode buses.
- In 10 sample rural counties, 100 advance courses had not been offered in the past two
years despite being promised through consolidation.
- Students and parents reported stress and exhaustion. Student grades dropped, as did
participation in after-school activities and time spent with family. (Maricle, 2011)
“What finally made the bus ride unmanageable was junior high sports. Away basketball games
would mean Wyatt started homework as late as 9 p.m. and had a wakeup time of 5:30 a.m.
His grades took a hit” (Maricle, 2011 blog on minnpost).
It was at that point she opted for on-line learning as an educational alternative although
this was not her preference. There is no question that transportation was at the root of both the
problem and the decision that she made. It was having an impact on her son’s learning.
A study by Hanover Research on the impact of school start time on student learning
indicates that “school districts could increase student safety and boost adolescent academic
success by instituting later start times for middle and high school students” (Hanover Research,
2013, p.3). These results have been replicated by other studies such as:
In a meta-synthesis of studies examining children’s sleep patterns and school
performance, Amy R. Wolfson and Mary A. Carskadon analyze studies that use academic
measures of school performance, such as grades, rather than performance on study
questionnaires. Wolfson and Carskadon’s review shows that, overall, students in middle
and high-school who got more sleep reported better school achievement and fewer
behavioral problems at school (Hanover Research, 2013, p. 7).
In a meta-analysis by Julia Dewald, et al, similar conclusions were reached with the
above research. Their research also determined that, “sleep quality showed the second strongest
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association and sleep duration the third strongest with better sleep quality and more sleep both
resulting in better school achievement” (Hanover Research, 2013, p. 8).
It should also be noted that school consolidations present challenges to the transportation
program. It doesn’t matter if the consolidation is that of buildings in a single school district, or
among school districts. The reorganizing of transportation routes can have significant
consequences on the time that students spend on school buses.
The school business official will be involved in consolidations in many areas, including
managing finances for the reorganization, transportation, the school lunch program and custodial
and maintenance support. These are in addition to the budgetary implications that are presented.
There are numerous other studies that have replicated the above findings, but there are
few school districts moving in that direction even though the academic benefits seem certain.
Eight reasons are given in the research by the Hanover Research, and the first one on the list is
transportation. “Altering what are often long-entrenched bus transportation schedules can have a
real impact on districts’ abilities to deliver district-wide bus transportation efficiently and at the
lowest possible cost” (Hanover Research, 2013, p.14). It is evident that student achievement
alone is not going to drive the decision even when it is clear that students will benefit. At the
heart of this situation is the transportation system of every district that considers this data in
improving student results. Will the school business official be involved in this impactive
discussion? Will they be expected to put the question of impact on teaching and learning at the
forefront?
Marcotte and Hansen (2010) examine the impact on student achievement that school
cancellations have due to snowfall. These cancellations are made due to a concern for the safety
of students being transported in what are considered unsafe conditions. Their report finds that
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“…in winters with average levels of snowfalls (about 17 inches) the share of students testing
proficient is about 1 to 2 percentage points lower than in winters with little to no snow”
(Marcotte and Hansen, 2010 p. 55).
The study monitors snowfall and school cancellations and finds that these cancellations
amount to disruptions that act like non-attendance effects on student achievement. This again
suggests that the function of transportation to deliver students safely to and from school has
implications on instruction. The impact of the school business official in this process was not
addressed however, even though in most school systems the school business official is
responsible for the transportation function and for advising school superintendents on school
closures or supervising those staff members that do advise the superintendent.
In another study done on two rural schools in Kentucky disruptive student behavior on
school buses and methods for changing those behaviors were examined with a particular focus
on the effect of bus rides on student behavior problem (Renfro, McCoy-Simandle, Naber, and
Ritchey, 2004).
In this study the authors spent two years studying the effect of bus rides on student
behavior. Many hours were devoted to looking at existing research, interviewing bus drivers,
teachers and administrators (including principals and the superintendent), and recommendations
were made from the findings of the research.
They recommended that schools organize and analyze disciplinary infractions that occur
in all locations (including buses), regardless of the disciplinary consequences. By looking at
various areas within the school, the school can determine which areas need enhanced
supervision. Further, if schools collect and keep accurate records of the total number of
disciplinary infractions, they will be able to compare bus incidents to school incidents, thereby
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learning what percentage of discipline violations occur on buses compared to those occurring
within schools.
The above research indicates that the authors spent many hours looking at existing
research. The literature does reveal that there is a large quantity of literature on school bus
transportation, and almost none of it is directed at research on busing and student achievement.
Howley, Howley, and Shamblen (2001) writing on the experience of riding the bus, state
that the costs in academic terms offer serious cause for concern. One of the best studies in the
literature (Lu & Tweeten, 1973), now quite dated, confirmed a negative effect of duration of bus
rides in Oklahoma on student achievement. In the absence of recent studies on achievement
impacts, the most reasonable basis for evaluating the costs and benefits of long bus rides comes
indirectly from research addressing the effects of large scale schools on the achievement of lowsocioeconomic-status (SES) students. Findings from this research are relevant because shorter
bus rides have been found to be positively associated with smaller school size.
C. Risk Management
ASBO states that “All schools risk suffering loss or damage to their property, personnel,
and reputation, which may affect their ability to deliver services. Risk management and
contingency planning can be used to anticipate and limit those risks that may affect the activities
of the school” (ASBO International website, 2013).
A comprehensive risk management program not only includes identifying risks,
minimizing them, and insuring against loss, but also includes “developing standards of
benchmarking, best practices and performance measurement” (ASBO International website
2013). These practices help other school leaders monitor and determine where the best returns
on investment are being made, and where they wish to invest in the future.
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When the term “risk management and loss of public school student learning” is Google
searched, 4,070,000 hits are achieved. These begin with school districts from around the nation
explaining what they do to control and mitigate risk. The Albuquerque, NM public schools
states that “The mission of the Risk Management Department is to provide APS schools with
effective and efficient property and casualty insurance services intended to mitigate accidental
losses and minimize disruption to the learning environment” (Albuquerque Public Schools
website, 2014).
It is evident that the Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) has a very clear understanding of
the impact on teaching and learning from a risk management perspective. If poorly done, there
might not be instruction, or it might be affected in such a way that learning possibilities are
reduced. The school business official in the oversight of this process is critical to quality
education.
School business officials are expected to be the leader in risk management in most school
districts. This activity covers a broad spectrum of school activities, and in recent years the
environment has been added to the list of risks that must be managed. In the July/August 2010
issue of School Business Affairs, the environment was reported on under the heading of risk
management. This article it stated that “Because school business officials are pushed to make
difficult decisions quickly when it comes to risk management, they should be aware of the issues
associated with environmental safety” (Weeks, 2010, p. 26). This includes everything from the
drinking water coming from fountains in school buildings, to chemicals used to treat wood used
in playground equipment, to the weed control chemicals used on athletic fields and lawns, to the
maintenance of the swimming pools and so on.
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Workers’ compensation is another area of risk management that is overseen by the school
business official.
American workers’ compensation laws afford individuals and their families the right to
receive medical treatment and lost wages when workers are injured, become ill, or die
through no fault of their own under circumstances arising from their jobs. Workers
compensation laws were also designed to protect employers from devastating litigation
that typically arose from negligence because benefits claims under those laws often
prevented injured employees from filing suit (Russo, 2014, p. 35).
Another area of risk management that has been placed in front of school business
officials is that of being vigilant to students’ food allergies. This risk manifests itself through the
food service program, or through the classroom or through participation in an after school extracurricular activity. The district has a responsibility to have a food allergy policy and
management plan, which will have an effect on many if not all of the schools’ staff. Training is
needed for any and all personnel that have supervisory responsibilities for students, such as
cafeteria staff, transportation staff and administrators. This overlap of responsibilities places the
school business official in the middle of this need (Garrow, 2011).
Risk management is a dynamic process of learning and dealing with risks that affect all
of the various parts of the school system. Does this work performed by school business officials
form another aspect that has not been studied from the vantage point of its impact on learning?
In the October, 2014 issue of School Business Affairs, the publisher states that
District leaders may hesitate to invest in risk management activities when they are more
concerned about improving student learning; however, Todd Bushmaker (who writes an
article in this edition of School Business Affairs titled “Improving Education with Indoor
Environmental Quality) shows that these two goals are related. Mitigating risk in the
school environment can improve student health, teacher retention, test scores, attendance,
and other factors by providing a safe, healthy educational environment for students to
learn and grow (McMahon, 2014, p. 6).
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The October, 2014 issue of School Business Affairs is focused on risk management. This
is an important topic to school business officials, and their national association (ASBO) has the
front cover showing a man in a suit (presumably a school business official) walking a tight rope,
and the entire issue devoted to the topic of risk management. It’s clear that school business
officials take risk management seriously, however nothing in any of the articles addresses how
the management of risk by school business officials has an impact on learning. Clearly risk
management practices do affect students’ learning, since they have to do with the safety of
buildings and the protection of staff and students. Without these safeguards the school buildings
themselves might well be a detriment to learning.
Terrie Simmons, the president of ASBO asks in her president’s message for this issue,
“So what is risk management? It is about identifying risk, assessing the impact on our business
if a security incident or any other catastrophe occurs, and making the right strategic or financial
decision about how to deal with results of our assessment” (Simmons, 2014, p. 4).
She goes on to say that the key responsibility is to be prepared to reduce vulnerability and
act to mitigate it when the worst happens. “The goal is seldom to eliminate all risk because the
cost is too high. Rather, the goal of risk management is to lower risk to an acceptable level and
keep it there” (Simmons, 2014, p. 4).
Simmons does not directly address the impact on learning of risk management. However,
the notion that reducing risks in the places that children and teachers go about the daily business
of learning does not have any impact on learning flies in the face of reason. My research will
raise that very question in examining the functions of the work of the school business official.
In another article in the October issue of School Business Affairs, Toepfer and
Strasburger reported on the Forest Hills Local School District in Cincinnati, Ohio investigation
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of self-insurance as an option. In making their review they determined that their existing safety
program:
1. Did not effectively meet the need for a complete safety training program and
2. Required too much management time to stay on top of staff members who failed to complete
assigned on-line courses.
They changed these two components and went ahead with a self-insurance program that
saved the district a great deal of money, and improved their safety procedures. The district’s
move to self-insurance was held to be a success (Toepfer and Strasburger, 2014).
If this district is focused on instruction, there is now $300,000 available in savings in the
first two years of the revised safety program which could allow for more expenditures in the area
of academics. This is an impact area for instruction that school business officials are in the best
position in the district to exercise.
In another article from this same issue, the condition of school buildings is addressed.
Maintaining school facilities is a facilities management issue and a risk management issue. Not
maintaining school facilities increases the risk of student and staff health problems, such as mold
and bacterial growth in buildings, sick building syndrome issues, and insurability issues. In
addition to the health risks associated with poor facility maintenance, there is a risk of
instructional interruptions due to emergency repairs to facilities, and evidence exists that poorly
maintained buildings have an effect on student learning. Geier states in an article in School
Business Affairs that “Research indicates that many features of a school building, such as poor
air quality, lighting, and acoustics, can decrease the students’ capacity for achieving at the same
rate as their peers in schools with better learning environments” (Geier, 2014, p. 17).
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Summary
This review of the literature has provided evidence of the scarcity of prior research on
examining the functions of the school business official’s work, and how it impacts teaching and
learning. There is ample literature on the direct work of the school business official, how that
work can be improved, how it can be done more efficiently, and what trends are taking place.
New and improved technology and software will make the work easier, more accurate and more
efficient. Trends in school food service issues, transportation, risk management, etc., are all
written about in abundance. The writings are important to the field at large and do help to keep
school business officials up to date with the best thinking on how to best perform their jobs.
While this is being done, John Musso, Executive Director of ASBO, International writes
regularly encouraging school business officials to examine their work and to be an active partner
in impacting student learning. In the March, 2014 issue of School Business Affairs, he writes:
The pressure on school business officials to be as effective and efficient as possible
means that today’s schools and school districts are a complex system that must meet all
of their students’ needs. They must create a pleasant, supportive work environment for
their educators within a budget while also negotiating with labor unions and meeting state
and federal regulations. And most importantly, they must understand that they must
welcome every student who walks through the door and do everything they possibly can
to help that student to learn and be successful (p. 7).
If this is the true work of the school business official, how much of their work is done with the
intention of enabling every teacher to teach and every student to learn and be successful?
The literature is almost entirely quiet on this subject, and hence the need and importance
of this study. At a time when there is growing national concern about using a common core
curriculum to improve instruction, using better teaching strategies, training and hiring better
teachers, raising the standard of achievement for all children, and using all of the resources
available to achieve these ends, isn’t there a need to determine how the work of school business
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officials impacts instruction, and if so are school business officials trained and do they act with
the intention of impacting student learning?
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

The questions that are the focus of this research are 1) how do the functions that school
business officials perform affect teaching and learning, and 2) do school business officials take
these effects into account in performing their work? These questions look at how the work of
teachers is impacted, how the outcomes of students’ work evidence the impact of the school
business official, and how (if at all) school business officials account for these questions in their
decision making. It should be noted that the term “teaching and learning” is often interchanged
with the term “instruction”. They are intended to have the same meaning.
What is the best method to use in studying the work and functions of the school business
official? There are a number of research techniques and methods that can be used, but not all are
equally effective at researching the types of questions that have been developed for this study.
Shadish, Cook and Leviton (1991) argue the case for competing methodologies in
program evaluation. They are particularly attentive to the area of practice which is at the heart of
this study. They offer arguments for and against different methodologies as defended or
criticized by Michael Scriven, Donald Campbell, Carol Weiss, Joseph Wholey, Robert Stake,
Lee Cronbach and Peter Rossi. In all of the give and take on methodologies, it is clear that the
case study method is both praised and panned for what they argue are strengths and weakness.
Many of these arguments are addressed in Robert Yin’s book Case Study Research, Design and
Methods, published first in 1984 and most recently in a sixth edition in 2018.
Case studies have been in use for years. “Case studies in various forms trace their origins
to ancient Greece and China. Myths, for example, were allegorical narratives of episodes in the
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lives of legendary figures and served an important purpose by instructing the masses in the moral
way of life” (Norton & Lester, 1998, p. 3).
“Interest in the use of case studies as learning tools has been reported in the literature for
the past one hundred years as a means of bridging the gap between academic knowledge and
what happens in the ‘real world.’ As early as 1870 case studies were used at Harvard Law
School” (Norton & Lester, 1998, p. 4).
Yin (1994) defines case studies, “like other research strategies, as a way of investigating
an empirical topic by following a set of prespecified procedures” (p.15).
In this study these procedures include introductory data collection by examining documents to
scrutinize the functions of the school business official, and to identify any evidence that they
have an impact on student learning. This was followed by interviews of teachers, staff,
administrators, board members, parents and any other stakeholders who provided testimony
about the impact on learning. These steps were further augmented by the researcher being in the
schools on a regular basis observing if there was visible evidence of impact.
Donald Campbell writes that case study research “epitomizes a research method for
attempting valid inferences from events outside the laboratory while at the same time retaining
the goals of knowledge shared with laboratory science” (Yin, 1994, p. ix).
Yin also states that, “how and why questions are more explanatory and likely to lead to
the use of case studies, histories, and experiments as the preferred research strategies. This is
because such questions deal with operational links needing to be traced over time, rather than
mere frequencies or incidence” (Yin, 1994, p. 6). Yin notes that the case study is very well
suited for research that focuses on asking how something takes place and why it takes place. He
gives examples of such cases and how they make sense. He also states that when using case
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study methodology, these studies do not require control over events such as in the experimental
model, and that the research focuses on events that are taking place now.
Light and Pillemer add that case study research has a needed place at the research table.
“Case studies are used in public policy analysis to examine the effects of such non-experimental
events as political decisions by cities and town”. “They are also used as historical lessons for
guiding future policy” (Light and Pillemer, p.116). Case study methodology is sometimes
referred to as a comparative case study when more than one case is being researched. However
this method is still a case study and is defined as such by Yin (1994).
In this research the data gathered from the four districts that participated in this study
may have differing academic preparation for their school business official, but all are required to
perform all of the functions that are described by ASBO as endemic to the work of a school
business official. The functions need to be performed in small, medium and large school
districts, even when the functions might be carried out in a different manner. The focus of this
research will be to ask if the functions being performed impact teaching and learning, and
whether business officials consider such impact when they make decisions.
Krathwal writes about the usefulness of comparative case study methodology, and states
that “The case study is sometimes a step in a larger study where cases are combined in support of
an overall explanation or theory that arises out of cross-site analysis” (2009, p.353). This is the
case in this research as the functions of the school business leader are examined to determine if
they impact instruction. This examination was conducted in four school locations that have
common characteristics for school districts in upstate New York. The target of this research, as
stated above, is the functions of the school business official.
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Babbie (1998) suggests his support for comparative case study data by noting the
shortcomings of the single case study approach. He states that:
Whereas most research aims directly at generalized understanding, the case study aims
initially at the comprehensive understanding of a single, idiosyncratic case. Whereas
most research attempts to limit the number of variables considered, the case study seeks
to maximize them. Ultimately, the researcher executing a case study typically seeks
insights that will have a more generalized applicability beyond the single case under
study, but the case study itself cannot ensure such generalizability (p. 33).
The questions of this research are perfectly directed at this model. There has been little
prior research in the subject, and the subject of the inquiry is not practical with the experimental
model in a day-to-day operating school system.
The case study methodology used in this research placed the researcher in the four school
districts for a total of four months in the 2016-2017 school year. This allowed for daily
observations of the schools’ operation, and the interaction of staff, students and administration
(including that of the school business official). It also allowed the researcher to be in the
environment when reviewing documents and artifacts related to the focus of the research.
Surveys could be used, but would not capture the broad commentary of interviews, nor
the evidence of artifacts and documents. They are less descriptive and focus more on
particularized data. Surveys are also inappropriate on subjects that have received little attention
from researchers since there is little basis for specifying what questions need to be answered, and
which can be safely ignored. Case studies are better suited for how and why questions (Yin,
1994).
What do we know about the connections between the work of the school business official
and the outcomes that are achieved by students? I put that question to Dr. Edward Reid,
Executive Director of the School Alliance for Continuous Improvement (SACI) and
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accreditation specialist with the Middle States Association. In these roles, Reid had the duty of
interviewing and assessing school business officials and the functions they perform and
supervise to determine if they were working properly. He served in this role for 8 years and
during that period reviewed the work of 6 school business leaders.
These reviews are part of the Middle States Accreditation process, where the focus of the
review looks for evidence that the result of the functions of all areas of the school’s work brings
about positive outcomes for students. This includes the business function.
During the course of the interview, I asked Reid if the studies that he conducted revealed
any impact from the functions of the school business leader on instruction in a school district.
Reid replied that “The holder of the budget can be an impediment to the superintendent and the
mission of the school if the school business leader is strong willed and holds power as the keeper
of the funds. This attitude can hurt instruction. Personalities that have power and authority can
act in ways that are antithetical to impacting instruction in a positive way” (Reid, 2012).
Reid also indicated that the organization chart may provide a clue to the relationship
between the functions of business and the instructional program. He noted that the linkages are
often implicit as opposed to explicit. The sense of teaming in a school district also can be
observed and detected. When there is a strong presence of teaming he stated that the impact can
be quite powerful in a positive direction, and this may be edified by almost anyone that is
interviewed, and may also be seen in the district’s documents relating to the work of the school
business official.
This study focuses on four school districts from New York State that are in general
proximity to each other, yet have some variability between districts. These variables include
fiscal stress as determined by the New York State Comptroller, academic performance as
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evidenced by New York State Education Department testing reports, and rural and suburban
settings. In addition, one district has a school business official that has dual responsibility for
business and general oversight of the district’s elementary education, and a second administrator
that is responsible for all personnel matters and oversight of the district’s secondary education.
The other three school business officials have sole responsibility for the business functions of
their respective school systems.
Each district was assured that their school district would not be named in the research,
and that their identities were not an important or significant factor in doing this research.
District Descriptions
The participating schools are identified as district 1, district 2, district 3 and district 4.
The student population of each of the participating districts as stated in the New York State
BEDS (Basic Educational Data System) report for 2016-2017 is as follows for grades Pre-K
through 12: district 1 – 2,553; district 2 – 2,446; district 3 – 3,848; district 4 – 1,442.
District’s 1, 2, and 3 are suburban schools that are contiguous to a larger urban center.
District 4 is a rural school system. As promised, the identity of each school system is not
provided, and is not important to this research or its finding.
The financial data for each district is included from reports provided by the New York
State Education Department (SED), and from the office of the New York State Comptroller. The
information from the state education department looks at the general education expenditures and
the special education expenditures for each district for the 2015-16 school year, and provides the
same information from similar school districts as identified by the SED. These figures are
contained in Appendix D.

84

In addition to the financial data above, Appendix E provides an analysis by the New York
State Comptroller on the amount of Fiscal Stress each school district is under. This is
determined by audits made by the Comptroller’s office in each school district in the state. Its
purpose is to keep the public informed on the financial conditions in local school districts, and to
hold school district officials accountable for the financial management of their school systems.
These reports indicate that district 1 was under a one year period of moderate financial stress for
2014, and district 2 was under moderate financial stress for a period of one year in 2013.
Immediately following this condition, the districts removed themselves from the fiscal distress
designations in the following year.
In examining the districts’ financial statements, it is noticeable that the differences are
minimal. Spending per pupil, for both general and special education are comparable to each
other, and to similar districts around the state. Each of the districts appears to be well managed
financially. In addition to the financial data for each district, the academic data for each system
was reviewed. This data is found in Appendix F.
The demographics for the school districts selected for this study were reviewed. Such
measures as free and reduced price lunch participation, student population, state aid ratios,
student achievement data, wealth ratios, and other economic and student performance data was
reviewed to see if evidence suggested that the schools had any substantial differences from that
of the other districts chosen for this study. This was determined through the data that was
reviewed, and follow up interviews with the school business officials and other district leaders. If
significant differences were encountered, then those would have been examined to determine if
those differences had an impact on instruction, and if it was brought about by the work of the
school business official.
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In using case study methodology, Yin (1994) states that there are six sources from which
evidence can be gathered. These are documents, archival records, interviews, direct observation,
participant-observation and physical artifacts. In completing this research, evidence was
gathered using interviews, documentation, and direct observation.
Yin states that “Except for studies of preliterate societies, documentary information is
likely to be relevant to every case study topic” (1994, p. 81). He notes that this type of
information can take many forms, and should be the object of explicit data collection planning.
This information can come from letters, memos, agendas, announcements, minutes, written
reports, various other administrative documents, newspapers and numerous other written
communications.
Interviews
All of the interviews conducted were audio recorded. Everyone who was interviewed
was informed that they would be recorded, and that the tapes would not be kept once they had
been transcribed and used in my writing. I also informed them their names would not be used in
my work, and if they were uncomfortable being recorded, and did not want to participate in the
interview, that was perfectly acceptable. No one declined to participate.
At the conclusion of the interviews the audio tapes were transcribed into written
documents that could be read and tabulated, based on the comments which exposed school
business official work that did impact student learning. These comments were then counted to
tabulate how many statements were made about each standard’s role in affecting student
learning. This provided statistical data and quotations which illustrated the kinds of impacts that
stakeholders believe school business officials, or their functions, had on student learning.
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152 interviews were conducted that included 221 people from the four districts who
participated in the study. District 1 participated in 28 interviews, district 2 participated in 29
interviews, district 3 participated in 62 interviews, and district 4 participated in 33 interviews.
The interviews were conducted from a set of planned questions; however, the questions
were open-ended to give the respondents the opportunity to raise issues or offer perspectives they
considered important. The intent was to uncover evidence that might show how the work of the
school business official impacted instruction and learning.
The following sample questions were submitted to and approved by Syracuse
University’s Internal Review Board (IRB). They served as the guiding questions for this
research.
Superintendent of Schools
1. How did your district decide to staff the position of school business official with the job
title that you have?
2. Describe the functions of the school business official’s job that the most time is spent on.
3. What is the most important part of the school business official’s job that is performed and
why do you think that is so?
4. Do you feel that the work that the school business official performs affects instruction,
and if so how does that take place?
5. How do you think the other administrators in your district see the role of the school
business official as it relates to their work? To instruction in general?
6. Is there any evidence that exists in written form that would show effects on teaching and
learning from the school business official? If so, where could I find that data?
7. Are there other general observations that you can share with me about how the functions
performed by the school business official affect teaching and learning?
8. What are the areas of the district’s program that are directly under the supervision of the
school business official? Do these programs have a direct impact on teaching and
learning?
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9. Has the school business official ever been absent from their job for a lengthy period of
time? If so, where did you see the greatest effects from this absence?

School Business Officials and Other Administrators
1. How does the school business official position fit in this district? Is it part of the
management team that you are a part of?
2. What are the functions that the school business official is responsible for in this district?
List all of them that come to mind.
3. Do these functions affect teaching and learning? If so, how do they do so?
4. What do you think is the most important function that the school business official
performs and why?
5. What do you think that the general public thinks that the school business official does for
the school system?
6. Do you think that students understand what the school business official does? If so, what
would they say are the functions that this position performs?
7. Are any of the areas that are supervised by the school business official such as
transportation, school food service, operations and maintenance important to the students
learning?
8. Are there any general comments or observations that you would like to share regarding
the functions of the school business official and teaching and learning?

Teachers, Counselors and other Certified Staff
1. How do you interact with the school business official?
2. What are the functions that the school business official is responsible for in this district?
List all of them that come to mind.
3. Do these functions affect teaching and learning? If so, how do they do so?
4. What do you think is the most important function that the school business official
performs and why?
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5. Is there any documented evidence that you could show me that indicates how the school
business official’s work affects instruction? If so, what would you show me? Where
could I in fact see this information?
6. When the school business official is away from the district, what are the functions that
staff is concerned about being performed? Why?
7. Are there any general comments or observations that you can share regarding the
functions of the school business official and teaching and learning?

Non-Instructional Staff
1. How do you interact with the school business official?
2. What are the functions that the school business official is responsible for in this district?
List all of them that come to mind.
3. How does the work of the school business official affect your job?
4. Do the functions performed by the school business official affect teaching and learning?
If so, how do you think that they do so?
5. What do you think is the most important function that the school business official
performs and why?
6. When the school business official is away from the district, what are the functions that
the staff is concerned about being performed? Why?
7. Are there any general observations that you can share with me regarding the position of
school business official? (not the person but the functions performed)
The interviews generated other questions that provided leads for additional mining of
information. This is a common tactic, and if significant information is obtained, may have led to
follow-up interviews in districts that had not had the new questions presented to them.
The interview questions also served as guides for making observations each time the
reviewer was in a school building, classroom, or office in the school. They served as a guide for
all paths of information gathering, and became part of the process for document reviews.
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Teachers, administrators, school board members, and support staff were interviewed. I
explained that my research was to examine if the work of the school business official had an
impact on students learning, and if it did, what evidence could they share with me to prove it.
I began by asking them to tell me what work is performed by the school business official.
This introductory question was most often difficult for the interviewees to answer. There would
be silence, some guesses and a number of responses of “I don’t know”. This led me to prompt
them by asking them to guess. I would provide hints, such as “don’t you get paid?’, and if so
who is responsible for overseeing the payroll in your school district. “Oh yeah” was a response.
I would then continue by asking what other things do you think goes on in the school business
official’s office? That would lead to further guesses and prompting, and suggestions such as,
who is responsible for the purchasing of all of the things that have to be acquired to make the
school district work? Do they have health insurance? Who do they think oversees that program?
Through this process it became clear that people working in the school systems did not have a
real knowledge of the work of the school business official. It was even more startling that it
didn’t matter who was interviewed, teacher, principal, assistant principal, board member, etc.
There was very little knowledge about what the school business official really does, with one
notable exception, an assistant high school principal. I told him that he seemed exceptionally
learned about the position, when compared to other interviewees, and he explained that he had
been a business education teacher, and that he was targeting his career advancement to becoming
a school business official. That explained his unusual knowledge.
At this point I made a change in my inquiry process. Instead of asking the interviewees if
they could tell me what the school business official did, I handed them a list of the functions that
ASBO International had listed as their table of contents for the Standards for School Business
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Officials. I explained that these were the functions that all school business officials were
typically expected to perform, and used this list to prompt the interviewees in thinking about the
things that went in their business office. This made a huge difference in facilitating a discussion
about whether these functions had an impact on students’ learning, and if so, how was revealed?
The ASBO International Standards, Table of Contents, is the first page of Appendix A.
With this as a guide, I was able to extract a lot of information about what the interviewees
understood about what the school business official does, and if it has any impact on their
students’ learning. Even when they admitted that they weren’t sure, when asked if they would
venture a guess, they would tell me what they thought.
In each of four districts interviews were conducted with teachers from pre-k through
grade 12, with most administrative personnel, including the school business official and the
superintendent, and support staff including bus drivers, office staff, custodial and maintenance
staff, and school lunch personnel. Interviews were also conducted with members of the board of
education.
The interviews were conducted in face-to-face sessions with some interviews being done
with one individual, and others with small groups of 2 to 5 people. The interviews in general
lasted for approximately 30 minutes. Some interviews ran longer if the topic yielded unexpected
findings, and if participants’ schedules allowed. If the information being gathered had special
appeal, a second or third interview may have taken place. Interviews were also conducted with
principals, assistant superintendents, the superintendent, and other certificated employees.
Support staff included transportation employees, school lunch personnel and custodial
and maintenance employees. In addition, interviews were conducted with board of education
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members, parent-teacher organization representatives, and a group of up to 5 high school
students selected by the principal. The same process was followed in all four districts.
The comments collected from interviews were transcribed. The identity of the
respondent is not relevant to the information being sought, and the confidential status of
responses provided an incentive to participants to be open and candid with their remarks. If any
of the data needed clarification the interviewee was contacted. This procedure kept the record
accurate.
Documents
At the conclusion of the interviewing process I asked each district to provide the
following documents: (See Appendix H)
1.

Job description for all administrators including the superintendent of schools and the school
business official

2.

District organization chart

3

Organization chart for the business office

4.

District’s mission statement

5.

District’s vision statement

6.

Mission statement for the business office

7.

Board of education policy manual

8.

Evaluation forms used in evaluating administrators

9.

Evaluation forms for evaluating teachers

10. Statement of the purchasing process used by teachers to obtain needed supplies, materials,
textbooks and equipment
11. Description of staff development program for teachers
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12. List of staff development activities participated in by the school business official over the
past two years
13. Board meeting minutes for 2014-2015 and 2015-2016
14. School report card for 2013-2014 and 2014-2015
15. A copy of the district’s multi-year Strategic Planning Document, and a statement of the
school business official’s role in the planning process
16. A list of the professional conferences attended by the school business official over the past
two years
17. The agenda and minutes of meetings between the school business official and assistant
superintendent for instruction and building principals
18. The role of the school business official in assisting in the planning of the districts’
superintendent conference days
19. A list of the school business official’s memberships in professional educational
organizations
20. Any materials that the district feels would evidence the work of the school business official
and the instruction that takes place in the district
District mission statements were reviewed, as well as any mission statements that have
been developed for the business office, academic departments, grade and content level
instruction, board policy manuals, administrative regulations, curriculum guides, planning
manuals, board minutes, lesson plans and other documents that might be relevant to this study, to
look for specific evidence of attention to the connections between business functions and student
learning.
Observations
Direct observation was also used in the data gathering process. As a researcher I was in
one or more of these school districts on a daily basis for a period of over four months. In this
capacity, I was able to observe what was happening in the school buildings that I visited. I
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looked for any evidence that would reveal if the school business official’s work impacted student
learning.
I observed written notices, practices, conversations, strategic planning activities, daily
work operations, etc., that provided evidence of impacts on teaching and learning by the school
business official.
On one of my visits I was talking with a middle school principal, and she asked me how
my research was going. I informed her that the staff was very helpful but they did not seem to
know much about what the school business official does. She said that this didn’t surprise her
because they did not have direct contact with that position. She went on to say that the business
official was new, and had come out of the private sector. She further stated that the staff had
nicknamed him Mr. No. I asked why that name, and she said that he was known for saying no to
almost anything that was not included in the budget, even when the requested items were
required through regulation or law. She said that he was now in his second year of working in
the district, and had started to become an advocate for things that staff needed, and she felt that
he had become “educated” through working with her and the rest of the staff. I observed that
these remarks gave credit and praise to the school business official. It also illustrated evidence
of the impact that the position had on the instructional program. Without his so called
“education”, he was impacting learning in a way that would place the student and district at a
loss.
In setting up the arrangements for the research in each district, school officials were
informed that I was there strictly as an observer and researcher, and that I would not be taking
part in any of the activities going on in the school district. I explained that some case studies did
use participant observations, in which researchers were not passive observers, but actually
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participated in the events being studied (Yin, 1994). I made clear that this would not be part of
this study.
Except for written documents, physical artifacts were not collected or studied as part of
this research. Yin describes physical and cultural artifacts as sources of evidence such as – a
technological device, a tool or instrument, a work of art, or some other physical evidence. He
further states that physical artifacts have less potential relevance in the typical case study.
Evidence for case studies generally comes from six sources. These include documents,
archival records, interviews, direct observation, participant observation, and physical artifacts
(Yin, 1994, p. 78). These evidence sources guided the work of the School Alliance for
Continuous Improvement (SACI) where I served as a “Team Leader” for five years. In this
capacity I was trained in case study methodology. I then trained others to become program
reviewers using this same approach.
In addition to being a trainer, I was also the leader for program reviews for contracting
school districts that wished to have a particular K-12 curriculum assessed, or where a study of a
particular curriculum was performed as part of a whole program review, or as part of a Middle
States Accreditation review. The SACI process served as a model and a basis for my own
experience, in that it emphasized the need to look for evidence that various functions (including
business functions) affected teaching and learning.
The SACI process gathers information with a key question applied to each of the SACI
indicators. The six indicators are:
1. A leadership system linked to goals for student performance
2. Instructional practices evaluated and modified based on assessment of student performance
3. The curriculum linked to standards for and data on student performance
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4. Professional and organizational development linked to student learning needs
5. Data management and communication linked to improving the entire learning organization
6. Technology for teaching and learning linked to student opportunities and performance (Reid,
2005).
These indicators were adapted for this study so that questions asked focused on the role and
functions of the school business official.
An example of how the SACI process works is to look at each of the indicators with the
intent of finding out if there is evidence that each indicator is in place in the school district, and if
there is any evidence that it is having an impact on teaching and learning. For example using
indicator 1, is there a leadership system; and if so, is there any evidence that the leadership
system is linked to the teaching and learning? This would be pursued by interviewing staff and
other personnel, examining district documents, and making observations while visiting
classrooms.
The same kind of process was followed in this research with two primary questions that
are the target of the study:
1. How do the functions that school business officials perform affect teaching and learning?
2. Do school business officials take these effects into account in performing their work?
The data collected from interviews, document reviews and observations were grouped for
each district. They were grouped as statements, behaviors or other evidence that impacted
instruction, or as statements, behavior, or other evidence that indicated that the school business
official is taking these effects into account in performing their job functions, and how that was
accomplished.
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Following the collection of the district data, the information from all four districts was
placed into the categories of interviews, document reviews and observations. If these three areas
all showed agreement, this provided evidence that the data met the condition of being dated.
Triangulation could also be established when independent interviews from three separate sources
converged.
Thus any findings or conclusions in a case study is likely to be much more convincing
and accurate if it is based on different sources of information, following a corroboratory mode.
(Yin, 1994).
Analyzing Case Study Evidence
Once the data has been collected, it needs to be analyzed. Yin (1994) indicates that four
dominant analytic techniques may be used in analyzing data collected from case studies. These
techniques are pattern-matching, explanation building, time-series analysis, and program logic
models. Each of these has strengths and weaknesses. Pattern matching is used in this research.
Pattern matching is a technique that “compares an empirically based pattern with a
predicted one (or with several alternative predictions). If the patterns coincide, the results can
help a case study strengthen its internal validity” (Yin, 1994, p. 106). In this research it is
anticipated that some of the functions that school business officials perform or oversee do affect
instruction. Some functions affect instruction directly and others indirectly. In using pattern
matching, I looked to determine if there were patterns that match these expectations.
An example of direct instructional effects would be where a business official is directing
certain budgetary expenditures with the expectation that it will help meet the district’s mission of
improving test scores. If this is indeed happening, the expected action would have a direct effect
on instruction.
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An example of an indirect instructional effect would be a situation where the school
business official who oversees the district’s transportation program encourages the transportation
director to work with the district’s principals to develop a student behavioral program that will
improve student conduct on the buses. The program that is developed does have the effect of
reducing school bus discipline problems, and the concomitant result is that student achievement
is improved with the minimizing of daily disruptions to the start of the daily school experience
for students. This indirect involvement in instruction has the desired effect.
The other types of analyzing processes that were reviewed but not selected for this
research, are explanation building, which is another type of pattern building, time-series analysis
that is conducted in experiments and quasi-experiments to look for before/after effects, and
program logic models, which are a combination of pattern-matching and time-series analysis.
The choice for using pattern matching as a technique in this research makes sense when
examining the driving questions of this research. This is not an effort to find evidence of each
function affecting instruction, but of stakeholders’ awareness of impact, and awareness that
SBO’s have responsibility for so many things that affect instruction.
This research also does not account for differences that might exist in the organization of
the schools themselves as causes for differences in any impact on instruction. If such differences
do exist they may suggest the need to perform additional studies on this topic.
This study provides a picture of the impact that the work of school business officials has
on teaching and learning; and whether school business officials take these effects into account in
performing their work.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
The findings of this research were obtained by conducting interviews, reviewing district
documents, and by observations from the researcher. The literature review in Chapter 2 provides
evidence of the shortage of studies and information that is available, as confirmed by the email
correspondence between Dr. Joseph Shedd of Syracuse University, and Dr. Susan Moore
Johnson of Harvard University. In this exchange (see p. 13 above), they conclude that this study
is important, because so little exists to examine the questions of this study.
In doing the literature review, a great deal of time was spent searching for information
that would go straight to the heart of my question, “Does the work of the school business official
impact student learning?” Surely someone must have looked into that question prior to me.
After spending a great deal of time searching, and coming up with very little, I decided to look
for studies that establish connections between student learning and school business functions, as
defined by the Association of School Business Officials, International (ASBO), without
reference to the officials responsible for overseeing them. I found that there is a good bit of
literature on those connections. However, as previously noted, there was little to be found about
how school business officials took those connections into account.
Case study research methods were most applicable to my inquiry. They gave me ample
time in each school district to get information that I might not have captured using a different
methodology. Time spent in each of the four districts allowed me to make observations while
conducting interviews and reviewing documents from each district.
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Interviews
All of the interviews were audio recorded with the full awareness and consent of each of
the interviewees. The recordings were then transcribed so that I could identify which ASBO
standards were impacting learning.
Numerous (152) interviews were completed in the four school districts where this
research was conducted. A total of 221 individuals including administrators, teachers, some noninstructional staff members, such as food service personnel, custodial maintenance staff, and
transportation staff, and board of education members were interviewed.
The interviews were arranged by the administrators in each district. Most of the
interviews were held in small groups, but in some cases it would be individual interviews, such
as a specific administrator, or a non-instructional staff member, or an individual teacher. The
following 221 individuals were interviewed as part of conducting the 152 interviews. District 1
accounted for 28, district 2 for 29, district 3 for 62, and district 4 for 33:
Superintendent of schools (4)
Assistant superintendent for administration (2)
Assistant superintendent for personnel and secondary education (2)
Assistant superintendent for business and elementary education (1)
School business executive (1)
Director of academic coaching (1)
Director of special education (2)
Director of curriculum and instruction (3)
Director of technology and chief information officer (1)
Director of physical education and athletics (1)
Elementary principals (9)
High school principals (4)
Middle school principals (4)
High school assistant principals (8)
Middle school assistant principals (4)
Elementary assistant principals (3)
Kindergarten teachers (13)
First grade teachers (8)
Second grade teachers (9)
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Third grade teachers (8)
Fourth grade teachers (11)
Fifth grade teachers (7)
Six grade teachers (2)
Elementary physical education teachers (5)
Elementary music teachers (2)
Elementary special education teachers (11)
Elementary speech and hearing teacher (1)
Elementary reading teachers (6)
Elementary AIS math teacher (1)
Elementary art teacher (1)
High school guidance counselors (1)
High school foreign language teacher (1)
High school home and careers teachers (3)
High school English teachers (5)
High school math teachers (11)
High school special education teachers (4)
High school music teachers (2)
High school social studies teachers (5)
High school science teachers (3)
High school reading teachers (2)
High school business education teacher (1)
Middle school math teachers (3)
Middle school special education teachers (7)
Middle school foreign language teachers (2)
Middle school speech and hearing teachers (1)
Middle school social studies teachers (5)
Middle school technology teachers (2)
Middle school English teachers (2)
Middle school science teachers (4)
Middle school health teacher (1)
Board of education presidents (2)
Board of education members (2)
Head of maintenance (1)
Head bus driver (1)
Head custodian (1)
Cook manager (1)
Senior typist (1)
Director of transportation (1)
Director of facilities (1)
Transportation supervisors (2)
Directors of food service (3)
Library media specialists (3)
School psychologist (1)
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Interview Findings
It was discovered in relatively short order that school employees were not able to explain
what their school business official did. It didn’t seem to matter what position(s) was being
interviewed, they simply didn’t know. This applied to teachers, administrators, board of
education members, non-instructional staff, or anyone else that was interviewed. As a person
who spent most of my professional career working in a public school system (including 25 years
as a school superintendent), I always believed that most people working in, or having regular
contact with school systems, knew the basic functions of the school business official.
This finding was even more surprising because I always had regular contact with a school
business official, no matter what my role was or where employed. My undergraduate education
was in business studies, as well as my master’s degree studies. My colleagues relied on me as
their go-to contact in whatever role I held to answer any questions regarding school business
affairs. As a classroom teacher, I was also the manager of the credit union for the school district
where I was employed. I became the spokesman for the collective bargaining unit of my
teachers association, in no small part because I kept my eye on the business practices of the
school district. Because of my familiarity with the position of the school business official, I
deluded myself into thinking that all of my colleagues, be they teachers, principals or
superintendents, were familiar with that role as well. It is somewhat tough to acknowledge that
the number one finding of my research is that people do not know what functions are performed
by the school business official. This finding, as indicated earlier in chapter 3, caused me to
change my interviewing procedure.
I must also acknowledge that the school business officials in all four districts did not
seem to have a sense that people did not know what they did on a daily basis. I asked each of
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them if they explained to their colleagues what their work consisted of, and if they thought they
needed to do so. Business officials in three of the four districts stated that people generally knew
what they did, but admitted that they had never made an attempt at educating them. They
assumed (like me) that people generally knew.
District 3 was the exception. This district had an administrative structure that had two
assistant superintendents who shared the duties of a single business official. One person was
titled as the assistant superintendent of business and elementary education, and the other as the
assistant superintendent of personnel and secondary education. In this model, each assistant
superintendent had a responsibility for the success of children’s learning. They are responsible
for the entire elementary and secondary programs, as well as the respective business functions
that they are the overseers for. This makes them responsible for the achievement of the children
in their respective areas, and for the quality of instruction. This organizational structure is quite
unusual and appears to be working well. It has been in place in district 3 for many years. When
teachers were interviewed they often knew the assistant superintendent only for their academic
function, and did not know what their role was as a business official. This lack of knowledge
about the business functions of the job made them like the business officials in the three other
districts.
Is there clear evidence that this system is superior to other administrative arrangements.
The answer is no, but it appears likely that this methodology has merits. In this organizational
structure it assures that all top management has a responsibility to pay attention to student
achievement, and quality instruction as a basic obligation.
Once the interviewees understood that school business officials were responsible for the
areas addressed in the list of ASBO standards, they would start to identify which tasks affected
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learning. The following summary provides the analysis of the interviews. The districts have so
much in common, and so few differences, that it made sense to combine the analysis, even
though I have characterized them as four separate case studies.
Interview Summary
ASBO
Standards

District 1
District 2
District 3
District 4
Totals

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Financial
Resource
Mgt.

Human
Resource
Mgt.

Facility
Mgt.

Property
Acquisition
and Mgt.

Information
Mgt.

Risk
Mgt.

Transportation
Mgt.

Food
Service

53
40
102
56
251

35
13
64
12
124

36
16
23
11
86

35
20
33
18
106

19
13
14
5
51

3
1
0
0
4

41
17
38
22
118

26
23
49
30
128

Totals

248
143
323
154
868

The ASBO Standards are listed horizontally at the top of the chart, and the body of the
chart has the number of responses that were made indicating how often the interviewees saw this
work as having important effects on student learning. The responses from each district were so
similar that it was most effective to start with what they had in common, but I was always
looking to see whether differences across districts might be relevant. These differences included
such things as fiscal stress, academic success, differences in school business officials’
backgrounds, etc. As can be seen from the chart, the most commonly identified standard is
Financial Resource Management, with 251 comments from the collective remarks from the four
districts. The people being interviewed understood that having and using money properly makes
a positive difference. They also knew that not having, or misusing a district’s money has a
negative impact on learning. A teacher stated, “This is indirect, but if the money is not taken and
put into the right places, we can’t do our job” (district 3, elementary teacher). In other words, if
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the necessary supports for teaching are not put in place because of poor financial management,
instruction will be affected.
Teachers and administrators were quite aware of the role that the school business official
plays in educating and influencing the board of education as to how money should be
apportioned and spent. “They have a say in how the money is spent. They go to the board to
talk about the need to spend money. They also have a say in determining class size, allocating
new positions, the hiring of new teachers and aides” (district 3, 3 5th grade teachers).
Another group of teachers stated that with cut backs that have been made, there is a need
for additional staffing. “We have 80+ kindergarten students. We need aides, and monitors in the
cafeteria, to support these children. You can’t have that many kindergarteners and only 4 adults.
That is also where I see the biggest effect is in class size. Last year I was close to a nervous
breakdown due to the pressures of severe behaviors. This year with only 16, as opposed to up to
26 children last year, I can enjoy my job for the first time in several years” (district 3, 3
kindergarten teachers). The district is adding staff after having been through reductions as a
result of a down turn in state aid
Comments came easily from teachers such as, “As far as the budget, I think that they do
very well giving us money to buy school supplies, and they even bought extra materials like
reading folders and writing folders for us this year for our new writing program” (district 1, first
grade teacher). When asked what is the most important function performed by school business
officials, another teacher said, “I want to say financial resource management, purchasing
materials, and technology. I think technology is the thing you constantly dump money into to
keep it working at the pace that the world spins. Now that everybody has so much stuff loaded
on it, when it doesn’t work your lesson comes to a standstill”(district 1, music teacher). Another
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teacher saw the school business official as not doing enough to get money where it needs to go.
She commented, “I think when you bring budget into anything, and you limit the amount of
funding based on a certain dollar amount to run our classroom for the year, in the grand scheme
of things, the small amount that we get to have additional supplies in the classroom is too small,
and a lot of times we buy out of our own pockets” (district 1, 4th grade teacher). She went on to
explain that she bought items at Walmart and dollar stores where things are cheap, so that the
kids would have pens, pencils, crayons, etc. She wasn’t entirely sure how much the school
business official controlled this, but felt that the school business official needed to help alleviate
these short falls. Another teacher commented that sound financial management by the school
business official is critical. He needs to “apportion our budget in effective ways, and to cut costs
when possible, to make sure that all the money is going where it should go” (district 4, science
teacher).
A group of math teachers stated that there was a time when they didn’t use calculators in
their classrooms. They went on to say “Then we went to 4 function calculators, then scientific
calculators, then to graphing calculators. This in turn led to battery purchases for these
complicated calculators. We couldn’t have all of this if not for proper financial resource
management. This impacts our classrooms every single day” (district 4, 4 math teachers).
The administrators in all four of the school districts stated that the work of the school
business official in financial resource management empowered each of the districts to weather
the problems of state cut backs in funding. This was echoed by the superintendent of each
school district, as well as the principals, and other administrators.
They cited examples of reduced bus purchases, as opposed to a total freeze on bus
purchases, and pointed out other selective reductions without doing away with whole programs.

106

These strategic decisions allowed the four schools to survive with reduced services, while
maintaining the goal of excellence in program.
The next highest recognition of impact with 128 comments was the oversight of the Food
Service program. People had a good understanding that breakfast programs, school lunch, and
other nutritional services served an important role in keeping students alert and attentive, and
that improper nutrition detracted from learning. The school business official in most school
districts, and certainly for the four districts that were a part of this study, had supervisory
responsibility for the food service programs. Each of the school business officials understood
the need for quality nutrition for students, and how important these programs are for families.
Faculty also saw evidence of the food service program’s impact on learning. A teacher stated,
“I’ve noticed that there is a difference when I’ve provided more opportunities for food for snacks
and drinks. I work with students with severe disabilities, and I’ve seen when I don’t do that they
are more lethargic, and sluggish. I’m like that myself” (district 4, special education teacher). A
high school teacher, when asked about the importance of the school lunch program, stated that
there are a number of kids in her classes who are not well fed at home, and “that it is a major
stressor if the kids don’t know where their next meal is coming from. It’s a distraction; they are
not thinking about what we are teaching, they are thinking about food” (district 1, high school
English teacher). Another teacher stated that the two most important functions performed by the
school business official impacting teaching and learning are “transportation and food service”
(district 2, physical education teacher). These functions, when performed poorly or not at all,
have direct effects on learning.
A teacher stated that “I have a higher percentage of kids in my special education class in
poverty. They have to eat in order to be able to learn. I have kids that openly talk about lack of
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food. They say they don’t have enough food in their house and that they are hungry” (district 2,
special education teacher).
A high school teacher stated that “the two areas of the school business official’s job that
are the most obvious and clear in affecting student learning are transportation and food service.
You have to get kids into the building, and you have to feed them, so that they are ready to learn.
When these things don’t happen, learning doesn’t take place” (district 2, high school social
studies teacher).
Another teacher stated, “I am a special education teacher, so my population is usually
very needy. We now have a program in school where all kids eat for free. My kids really need
that, breakfast and lunch. Nutrition is huge to student growth and development. It definitely
positively impacts them. I don’t have hungry kids in the morning” (district 3, special education
teacher).
Faculty members in district 4, in addition to the breakfast and school lunch programs,
started a program where every student who stayed after school got a snack and a bottle of water
before they went to their after school activity. Students who were staying for extra help, playing
a sport, staying for a disciplinary issue, or participating in any other activity were provided this
snack without charge. The school business official was directly involved in this initiative, and
staff informed me that the program would not have been possible without his participation. A
teacher told me that, “food is a high priority in this district. Our poverty level, along with free
and reduced priced lunches, is very high. We used to not provide lunch on half days of school,
and assumed that kids would go home and have lunch. We don’t do that anymore. They all
have lunch here, even on a half day of instruction. We serve them breakfast, so that we know
that they are ready to start the day” (district 4, art teacher).
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Just about every teacher interviewed in district 4 stated that feeding kids at school was
vital in enabling them to be able learners. A sample of comments to this effect is “There are so
many students in our district that get free or reduced breakfast and lunch. If they are not fed,
they are not able to attend to the lessons and do the work that needs to be done.” Another
teacher remarked “If you are hungry, you can’t learn. A grade 2 teacher said “Kids would learn
less if they are hungry. I perform poorly if I’m hungry.” A grade 5 teacher said that if the
school stopped providing breakfast and lunch it would impact the children’s ability to learn.
“They come in ready to eat. They need a good breakfast to learn. That’s a huge factor” (district
4, elementary teachers).
“You probably can teach someone who is hungry, but I don’t think it is effective”
(district 1, music teacher). In another exchange I asked a group of teachers what would happen
if I took away the breakfast and lunch programs, and notified the parents that they would have to
provide breakfast at home and give their kids bag lunches to bring to school. They informed me
that “over 54% of the kids in their school get free and reduced priced lunches, that every student
in the district is provided with a free breakfast every day; and that it is needed. We even send
kids home with food.” I then asked, “Do kids ever tell you that they are hungry?” They replied,
“Absolutely” (dist. 2, elementary teachers). I asked another group of teachers, “If kids don’t get
breakfast and lunch, is there a difference in classroom conduct?” They answered, “Without a
doubt. They are either lethargic or off the wall, and they are angry. They can’t focus; they are
hungry” (district 3, grade 3 teachers).
Each of the districts placed a high premium on the impact the school food services have
on student learning. All districts had an understanding of the big impact that nutrition has on
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brain function. The oversight of the school business official on this program is clear. It must be
well organized and run efficiently.
An elementary teacher talking about the need for school food services stated, “In this
district we couldn’t get by without it. There are kids that come in hungry every day because
there are very limited resources at home. I can see the Food Bank across the street from my
window, and every Friday there are people lined up. This is an important part of this
community” (district 4, elementary teacher).
The next area that was identified as having an impact on student learning was Human
Resource Management. This area received 124 comments that learning was impacted when the
management of human resources was done in a positive and supportive manner. Faculty in
particular related human resource management to having administrators that supported them as
teachers. Included among these 124 comments, were 13 from district 2 who were involved with
protracted collective bargaining with the district, and teachers were not happy with what they
perceived as a negative message being sent their way. Because of these feelings, the middle
school faculty would not participate in this study. However, the middle school principal did
participate. The 13 comments included elementary and high school teachers, as well as
administrators from the rest of the district. Of the 124 total comments, district 3 made 52% of
the comments about human resource management’s effect on student learning. This would have
been a smaller percentage if district 2 had provided the expected representative comments.
The conclusion of the finding that human resource management has an impact on student
learning was not strongly recognized by the 124 respondents. Most of the comments were about
the need for caring administrator support for the work of teachers in general, without providing
testimony about the role of the school business official and how it might impact learning.
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A kindergarten teacher identified human resource management that provided and
supported “professional development so that teachers were staying current with new educational
resources and research that will directly affect the children’s learning” (district 2, kindergarten
teacher).
Representative comments from staff in this area focused on professional development
and the role of the school business official in making sure that funds were available for hiring
sufficient numbers of teachers and aides. At the point in time of these interviews, professional
development was a major concern on the part of administrators and teachers. The role of school
business official in these two areas appeared remote; and negative comments were directed
toward administrators on both building and district-wide levels.
The following comments are representative of what was shared. “We are being taught in
professional development that this is the way you must teach in your classroom. This is how
children will be instructed whether or not I find it effective” (district 3, elementary teacher).
“Professional development - so that we are staying current with new educational resources and
research. If we have a speaker come and teach us, or tell us about a way to do things in our
school, we can build on that. We need time to meet and talk and discuss how we are going to
implement it” (district 2, elementary teacher). Another teacher said that “human resource
management is an important function as we need to hire the best teachers to work with our
children” (district 1, high school English teacher).
The next area identified as having an impact on learning was Transportation. The
feedback received here was that if you didn’t have transportation available, not many students
would be able to get to school. As part of the interviewing I conducted in all four districts, I
created a scenario for the interviewees that I had been appointed as a supreme leader in their
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district, and had been given absolute authority to do whatever I wanted to do to run the schools.
I told them that I had decided to send a letter to all residents informing them that I was going to
save them all a tremendous amount of money and was going to pass along a huge tax reduction
for them by doing away with all transportation services. I would terminate the services of all bus
drivers and other transportation personnel, and do away with the expense of their salaries and
fringe benefits, thereby saving the residents thousands of dollars. I would also sell all of the
buses, and not have to pay for fuel and other expenses for operating these large vehicles, thereby
saving another incredible amount of money. All of these savings would be given back to them in
tax reductions, and all they would have to do is get their kids to school each day. Transporting
children is something that they already do when their kids are not in school, and want to go to
see a movie, go bowling, or any number of other things that fall to parents to do. I might even
have enough money left from these economies to hire more teachers, and the kids would benefit
educationally. What a great opportunity for everyone!! I would then ask the interviewees,
“What do you think?”
The room was generally quiet for a moment or so, and then someone would say “It will
not work”, and then go on to explain why the lack of transportation would virtually mean the
demise of public education. They would explain in passionate terms that not only was school
bus transportation vital to get kids to school each day, but that many parents don’t have a car
because they cannot afford one. They also pointed out that many parents have to work and
would not be available to provide the necessary transportation. They added that there are parents
who have multiple children in different school buildings, and would not be able to get all of their
children to school. They said that even in the current transportation environment, if the bus ride
was not well supervised, then a disrupted trip to school affected learning. They were quite
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passionate in their declarations. There was little doubt that they knew that transportation, or the
lack thereof, has an impact on learning.
A few of the comments made about the impact on learning if student transportation is not
provided were, “We wouldn’t have kids here. We would have a very small percentage of parents
who could drive them in and drop them off on a daily basis” (district 4, art teacher). Two other
teachers stated that “The school picks up the tab for bringing kids and their parents back out here
in the evenings for activities. There is a big disconnect because some of the parents don’t have
cars. There is no public bus route that comes up here, and taxis are unaffordable for most
parents” (district 3, grade 4 teachers). Another teacher said, “I think our district does a really
nice job of getting the kids here. During exam week there have been kids who missed the bus
and a suburban is sent out to pick them up. We’ve had a number of homeless kids who might
not be in the district at any given time, and who go to school here, and the district makes
arrangements to get them to school wherever they might be staying” (district 1, high school math
teacher).
A middle school administrator commented that transportation services have a large
impact on learning “If a student comes in a bus and several students had to stand all the way to
get here, they are stressed out and angry. If a fist fight breaks out, it affects everyone’s day. If it
doesn’t feel safe and comfortable, that affects everyone’s day. We’re spending like an hour and
a half in the morning cleaning up the mess of what occurred on the bus” (district 1, Assistant
Middle School Principal).
Another problem that arises on the bus routes is when “The kids will try to transfer to a
different bus other their own to try and get an extra few minutes to get ready in the morning.
Then there will be a fight over seats and the kids come into school angry and sometimes
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injured.” This situation carries into the school and disrupts the classroom until everyone settles
down” (district 1, middle school technology teacher).
Three elementary teachers also reported that “If there’s a problem on the busses it does
carry over into the classroom. It’s just one bus driver, and maybe one aide and 50 screaming
kids. It would be nice to have aides on every bus” (district 3, 3 third grade teachers).
In another interview a teacher stated, “To me transportation has a big effect on the kids.
The bus driver is the first person they see in the morning, and the last person who drops them off
at the end of the day. I have a lot of kids that really talk about liking their bus drivers. When
that doesn’t go right, I have kids that have discipline issues if they don’t like the bus driver, or if
the bus driver doesn’t like them. That’s one thing that the kids talk about all of the time” (district
2, high school special education teacher).
These comments are representative of a volume of comments made by teachers on the
effects of transportation on learning. It’s obvious that the transportation system gets them to
school, but it does impact kids and learning in variety of other ways.
The next standard, Property Acquisition and Management, received 106 comments on its
impact on learning. School business officials are most often the purchasing agent for school
districts. In this role they usually are not deciding what to purchase, but are the leaders on how
to purchase. They determine if there are sufficient funds available to buy what is being
requested. This function goes hand in hand with the financial management function.
Faculty and staff know that if the business official does their job well, books, supplies,
equipment, and other materials will be in their classrooms awaiting their arrival to start a new
school year. Property acquisition and management is the responsibility of the school business
official. Wrapped into this responsibility is the obligation to receive the goods into the district,
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and to get them to the proper building for distribution to the staff that is expecting them. If this
is not done correctly it will certainly have a big impact on learning in a very negative manner.
Done well, it facilitates an orderly learning process without anyone having to think about how it
all takes place. The people who participated in the interviews had a reasonably good
understanding of this function and its impact on learning.
Comments on property acquisition and management included high school English
teachers telling me that, “We need to have basic supplies; even something as simple as pencils
and paper” (district 2, 2 high school English teachers). Another high school teacher stated,
“With the advent of getting students ready to live in the 21st century, and technology integration,
you need to have access to the necessary materials. The school business official gathers funds
and appropriates the resources for that” (district 2, high school social studies teacher). Another
teacher simply said, “Purchasing - we need to have books and technology and the equipment we
use in order to teach. It’s really hard to teach without Elmo’s and Smartboards” (district 4, high
school English teacher).
There were fewer thoughts (86) shared in general about the standard of Facility
Management. Most of the teachers interviewed felt that their buildings were well taken care of,
and that the facilities themselves served to make their classrooms and buildings in general, good
learning environments that supported instruction. Teachers did make comments that there are
sometimes temperature control issues in their buildings, and that can have a negative impact on
learning, but they also pointed out that management worked to have those situations corrected.
One teacher stated that “You need to have respect for your building and the children have
to like where they are. The building has to be well-kept, not breaking down. A lot of our
students love the murals, love the ability to paint on the wall, and leave their mark while they
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were here” (district 3, family consumer science teacher). In an interview with 4 high school
math teachers one of them said, “I’ve been here 32 years. This building does not look like it did
when I started in 1985. When I started I was writing on chalk boards. Now we have
Smartboards and technology. We all have laptops. As we do these capital projects, the business
office has a lot to do with that” (district 4, high school math teachers).
A member of the board of education stated that “facility management has a direct impact
on learning. One of the reasons we left the old neighborhood schools was because they were in
decay and needed so much work. We felt that students were impacted by poor classroom space
that wasn’t conducive to learning (district 1, board of education member).
A teacher described how the building where he works was an elementary school back in
the 1930’s. With modifications and improvements he teaches in a room that is twice as big as it
was previously, and he has pods where there are stools and plenty of room to conduct his classes.
He states that “I find my instruction is different because of that. I can use these areas to focus
their attention. I think that’s really impacted my instruction” (district 3, middle school science
teacher).
Another teacher stated that “In the area of facility management we have done some really
good improvements in the building and in my room in particular. We have updated equipment,
technology, software, textbooks in my area; everything has changed in two years or so” (district
4, high school teacher). This all happened at the same time this district reduced one staff
member who taught in the same subject area as where the improvements were made. There were
only two teachers in this area, and this reduction impacted the amount of classes the students
could take, and the variety of classes that could be offered.
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A teacher stated that “When you look at maintenance and operations, if you don’t have
heat you don’t have a comfortable situation for the kids to learn in. If there is a water main
break, or a boiler goes down, or even a snow day, you have to send the kids home. That affects
the program” (district 1, technology teacher).
An assistant principal at an elementary school indicated that he used to receive
complaints from teachers that the maintenance staff from their school would disrupt the
instruction in their classes during warm weather when they would mow grass near their
classrooms making it difficult to teach and for their students to hear and learn. He stated that this
problem was brought to the attention of the school business official and he instructed the
maintenance staff that they could have “certain times when they can mow and cause noise
outside. I can’t remember the last time I had a teacher complain that it was hard to teach because
of extraneous noise. That’s forward thinking and behind the scenes planning” (district 2,
elementary assistant principal).
Those interviewees who had direct involvement with the oversight of building
environments, such as custodians, maintenance staff, and the principals and school business
officials, made few comments to contribute to the notion that their facilities had an impact on
learning.
All four districts had good facilities and ample room in which learning was taking place
without a lot of thought on the part of the staff. The school business official in all four districts
had oversight over the custodial and maintenance staff. The facilities were taken care of in such
a way that employees generally were satisfied with the operation. They did not have to think
about how the facilities were managed; they simply were. Faculty and others did not have to
spend a lot of time thinking about how learning might be impacted.
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The next standard is Information Management with a total of 51 comments. This is an
area that required discussion to have those who were being interviewed understand the role of
the school business official. Information management can vary widely from district to district,
and within the context of the school districts that were involved in this research the
responsibilities of the school business officials are quite the same. The business officials in each
of the districts are responsible for the management of the technology for the business services
that they supervise. This includes payroll, accounts payable, purchasing, inventory control, etc.
They also keep an eye on the budgets for all of the technology in the entire school district. This
budget function also applies to all other areas of a district’s budget including salaries for all
employees, fringe benefits costs, equipment purchases, etc.
The question for the interviewees was, “Does the responsibility of Information
Management by the school business official have an impact on student learning?” As can be
seen from the total of 51 comments, the respondents did not feel that it had much of an impact.
This low number of comments may reflect the fact that the interviewees do not really know what
the functions of the school business official are. When teachers are asked if the school system
has enough technology to support instruction, there is generally a hesitancy to say yes. However
as noted previously, it is clear that teachers and most others do not really know what a school
business official actually does. This may be more of the cause for this low score than anything
else, or that most of the technological functions that do impact instruction have been charged to
other positions in the districts, such as a position for a director of technology. In all four of the
districts participating in this research, oversight of technology was directed by someone who was
referred to as the director of technology. That position had responsibility for all aspects of
technology including the selecting and purchasing of hardware and software, staff development
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for using technology, and budgeting for the technology program. The school business official
was a partner in this process in each district. Teachers read the term information management as
a literal focus on their perception of the information chain in their district. When they perceived
a lack of information about a particular aspect of the school’s operation, they saw this as a
weakness in the communication system. When they felt fully informed about anything that was
going on in the district, in their building, or in their department, they felt the communication
system was working properly. The work of the school business official was also perceived in
this manner. There were few linkages to using technology for communications and/or managing
the business affairs of the school system.
The following comments are a sample of people’s perception about the school business
official’s responsibilities. “Whoever is in the position has to be an excellent communicator and a
politician, and be able to represent all aspects of the district because they are the ones advising
about decisions that are made” (district 3, elementary school principal). A teacher stated that, “I
think a lot of what happens at a district office is just totally invisible to us. Personally, I might
benefit from better communication about the how’s and why’s of things when there are
seemingly arbitrary decisions for nebulous financial reasons. Things are often not well
explained” (district 3, elementary school teacher).
The last standard rating for a school business official was a response to the area of Risk
Management. This received only 4 comments. This area, like that of Information Management,
was not something familiar to most of the interviewees. It was explained that this function
consisted of protecting the assets of the school district, and is most often addressed through
insurance policies and programs, and loss prevention practices, like conducting fire drills,
employee safety training, and other such asset protection processes. After hearing this
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explanation, and after some additional discussion, they indicated that they were not familiar with
this part of the school business official’s job duties, and they didn’t think that it had any impact
on learning. Hence, I received only 4 comments on what impact there might be.
As can be seen from the above descriptions of the districts, and comments made in the
interviews, there is very little difference among the districts.
District 1 and district 4 were identified as Focus School Districts by the New York State
Education Department (NYSED) for not sufficiently meeting state learning standards. This
designation requires the development of an improvement plan, becoming subject to additional
monitoring by SED, and they are given additional state aid to help their improvement efforts.
Both school districts took advantage of the incentives and moved out of that designation. This is
a mixed blessing, because when you succeed you lose most of the additional funding. Districts
number 2 and 3 did not have this designation as their student performance was within acceptable
performance standards. The differences in the academic results of all 4 districts were not
substantially different for the purposes of this study.
The districts had differences in their financial circumstances as per the reviews that are
produced by the New York State Comptroller’s office for school districts. District 1 was found
to be a school in moderate fiscal distress in the 2014 school year. By 2015 the district had
improved its financial position and it was removed from that designation, and placed in the
category of “no fiscal stress.” Districts 2, 3, and 4 had no findings of distress, and the single
finding of district 1 was not significant as a difference with the other three districts participating
in the research.
What was a profound difference between districts 1, 2 and 4 as compared with district 3,
is the way in which they involved their school business officials in the academic program. In
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district 1 and 2 both of their SBOs are certified school district administrators who are
credentialed under the old regulations which make them instructionally qualified and also
business qualified. In both cases, these administrators were involved in the academic program
on a limited basis, and on as-needed basis. In district 4 the school business official is a civil
service appointee, and attends only to the business functions of the district, without direct
involvement in instruction. In this case the SBO still has oversight and involvement in
transportation, food service, financial management, facility management, etc.
In district 3, there are two assistant superintendents who are certified as school district
administrators, and are certified under the regulations which allow them to be responsible for
academic and business functions in their districts. The positions are titled as assistant
superintendent of personnel and secondary education, and assistant superintendent of business
and elementary education, In these positions they are directly responsible for the entirety of the
elementary and secondary programs, and for all business functions associated with personnel
(such as payroll, health insurance, contract administration, collective bargaining, etc.) and on the
business position designation for risk management, accounting and bookkeeping, transportation,
facility management, budgeting, financial management, etc.
These two positions are unique when compared to any other school districts, which are
typically divided between one or more assistant superintendents for instruction and another
assistant superintendent for business. This was the way in which district 3 had previously been
organized.
In addition to the above differences in the position of school business official in districts
1, 2 and 4 as compared to district 3, there is a noticeable and planned difference in the mindset
and strategy of the school business official’s work in district 3.
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The organization of the business functions in district 3 came into being because of the
desire of the then superintendent to have the school business officials involved and responsible
for the academic success of the district, and that was to be their most important role. It is
expected that, between them, they will perform all of the duties of a school business official.
They are also academic leaders and they are to perform their duties with the mindset that they are
working with academic results as their goal with all that they do. In each interview with these
school business officials, they were excited to tell their story about how their positions had been
created, and how they went about their daily work with that prime mission of student academic
success as their most important job. They told their stories with a great deal of pride. When they
were asked what evidence they had that they were successful in meeting this objective, they
were quick to point out improved state testing results, increased graduation rates, and better
student attendance rates. They also exhibited pride in how they were organized as assistant
superintendents, and declared that the district would not go back to the older design of an
assistant superintendent for instruction and another for business.
Since this research was completed, the superintendent in district 3 has changed, and both
assistant superintendents have changed. The organization of the district office leadership roles
has not.
Documents
The total of 868 comments obtained from the interviews led to an examination of district
documents to determine if there was written evidence that supported the interview findings. The
following document request (Appendix H) was given to each district.
1.

Job description for all administrators including the superintendent of schools and the school
business official
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2.

District organization chart

3

Organization chart for the business office

4.

District’s mission statement

5.

District’s vision statement

6.

Mission statement for the business office

7.

Board of education policy manual

8.

Evaluation forms used in evaluating administrators

9.

Evaluation forms for evaluating teachers

10. Statement of the purchasing process used by teachers to obtain needed supplies, materials,
textbooks and equipment
11. Description of staff development program for teachers
12. List of staff development activities participated in by the school business official over the
past two years
13. Board meeting minutes for 2014-2015 and 2015-2016
14. School report card for 2013-2014 and 2014-2015
15. A copy of the district’s multi-year Strategic Planning Document, and a statement of the
school business official’s role in the planning process
16. A list of the professional conferences attended by the school business official over the past
two years
17. The agenda and minutes of meetings between the school business official and assistant
superintendent for instruction and building principals
18. The role of the school business official in assisting in the planning of the districts’
superintendent conference days
19. A list of the school business official’s memberships in professional educational
organizations
20. Any materials that the district feels would evidence the work of the school business official
and the instruction that takes place in the district
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In analyzing the document responses, there was an effort to determine if the documents
supported what was found from the interviews. These responses are listed in Appendix I. In this
appendix, district 1 did not indicate a direct linkage to instruction on the part of the school
business officials position. In district 2, the documents reveal that the school business official
does have responsibility for evaluation of teachers and consequently are directly involved in
instruction. The same can be said for the documents related to district 3, where one assistant
superintendent has responsibility for elementary education, and the other assistant superintendent
for secondary education. The business functions are divided up between the two positions. In
district 4, the school business official does not have any direct responsibilities for instruction.
Each set of documents were examined to see if they were related to the ASBO standards,
and if they were, what attention (if any) did they pay to how the work of the school business
official impacts student learning. This method parallels the interview analysis explained
previously. The following ASBO standard review indicates what was found.
Financial Resource Management is a major responsibility in each district as evidenced by
the job descriptions provided. There is substantial evidence of the importance of competent
fiscal management, both from the New York State requirement that there be an annual financial
audit of the school system, and that there are regular financial reviews by the New York State
Comptroller’s office of every school district in the state. In the case of the four districts in this
research, districts 1 and 2 both had weathered conditions of financial stress as determined by the
comptroller’s office. Both of these districts were in that condition for a period of one year and
made improvements to their condition such that they did not have continuing oversight from the
comptroller’s office. There is not any direct evidence that these short experiences were
deleterious to learning in the long term, but district 2 had to reduce over 70 faculty positions, and
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had to endure reduced services, which were later restored. Their performance on NYS report
card data, however, remained strong throughout this period, but was a significant concern to all
who were affected. The work of the school business official played a lead role in correcting this
situation, and was credited with helping to keep the academics strong. Both the superintendent
and the school business official indicated that they structured the layoffs in ways that minimized
their impact on learning.

District 3 and district 4 have remained financially strong throughout.

Human Resource Management was a factor in all four of the districts. In each of the
districts the school business official is directly responsible for the management of the business
office staff. The district organization chart shows that the school business officials in districts 1,
2 and 3 are responsible for assisting the superintendent in academic leadership in differing ways
and amounts; however in district 4, academic assistance was not a direct part of the school
business official’s responsibilities. The business official in district 4 has work that integrates
with teachers and administrators. In districts 1, 2, and 3 there are clear lines in their job
descriptions, and in the districts’ organization charts, showing that these linkages exist; but in the
case of district 4 this linkage does not exist. However, principals in all four districts reported
that they frequently interacted with the business official on matters involving food service,
transportation, financial management, and purchasing that affected them and the faculty they
supervised. This gives testimony that even when there are no written linkages for human
resource management, there are indirect issues that arise, and may have an impact on learning.
Facility Management was included in the job description of the school business officials
in all 4 districts; and the districts’ organization charts place the responsibility of this function as
reporting through to the position of the school business official. Facility management is
responsible for the oversight of care, cleaning and general maintenance of all buildings and
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grounds. In meeting this responsibility the school business official has an impact on the
environment where students learn, and if not done well can impact learning in a negative
manner. School buildings that are too hot, or too cold create problems for students and staff.
The documents in this case upheld what was learned in the interviews. The four districts have
good facilities that are well maintained, and this effort is led by the school business official.
Property Acquisition and Management – In all four school districts the job description of
school business official places them in the position of being the purchasing agent for the district.
In this designation they are responsible for processing all purchases made for the districts. This
includes everything from textbooks, classroom supplies, cleaning products, school buses and the
fuel that goes in them, and everything else that is required for operating a school district. This is
a large responsibility, and if not done properly can have a huge negative impact on learning. The
routine acquisition of supplies takes place throughout a school year, but the bulk of the
purchases, receipts, and distribution of all goods must take place over the limited time of summer
recess each year. Faculty returns to the classroom every year with the expectation that this will
happen, and have planned their lessons accordingly. If teachers exit the school system for the
summer months with the expectation that they will receive new computers and software for the
lessons they will deliver in the fall, and if these items are not there on their return, instruction for
students is greatly impacted. The school business official has the responsibility to maximally
support the education mission of the school system.
In looking at the documents from the four districts there are differences in how the school
business officials work. In district 1, the school business official is relatively new to the
position, and has an educational certification as an assistant superintendent of administration. In
this role the school business official is primarily involved in typical business functions, including
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oversight of financial management, human resource management, facility management, property
acquisition and management, information management, risk management, transportation, and
food service. There are no direct instructional responsibilities for this position.
Information management is the responsibility of handling information for the district. In
all 4 districts this function is assigned to the district’s technology director. Each district’s
technology director reports directly to the superintendent of schools. The school business
official is responsible for information management for their own offices with the assistance of
the technology director.
Student attendance, testing, and performance data systems may be located under the pupil
personnel director or the director of guidance, with the assistance of the technology director.
Risk management is a term that is generally unknown outside of the business office. It
was addressed in the board policy manuals as being a responsibility for the school business
official to see that the assets of the school district are protected. This reinforces the little that
was said in the interviews.
Transportation Management is listed as a responsibility for the school business official in
each district’s organization chart. The transportation system reports directly through the school
business official’s office, or is subordinate to that office. It clearly supports the comments made
during the interview process that this is an impactful responsibility on the part of the school
system in supporting the education of children, and central to that role is the school business
official. Each of the four districts have large transportation systems that are critical in getting
children to and from school on a daily basis, as well as providing transportation to and from
extra-curricular activities. There is a direct connection with the work of the school business
official regarding transportation and the impact on learning.
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Food Service shows up on the list of responsibilities for the school business official in
each of the districts participating in this research. Although the food service employees didn’t
report directly to them, this function is supported by that office in all four districts. If something
goes wrong in the food service program, it is dealt with by the school business official as the top
authority in the district. There is always a reporting responsibility for the business official to
keep the superintendent informed, but operationally to deal with the program. This is a program
that interviewees indicated had a significant impact on student learning. They knew this from
general research about the impact of nutrition on brain functioning, and from the socio-economic
level of the students they are serving.
The NYS Report Card indicated that district 1 had 68% of the students receiving free and
reduced priced meals; district 2, 41%; district 3, 60%; and district 4, 53%. District 2 was the
only district that had less than half of their students receiving meal assistance, however 40% is
still a sizeable portion of their students receiving meals at school.
It should also be noted that each of the districts had supplemental food assistance beyond
what is listed. In district 1, teachers report that they send kids home with food if they find that
they are hungry. This comes out of teachers’ pockets. In district 3, the faculty sends kids home
with food back packs for the weekend. In district 4, the school district runs a snack program for
any student who stays after school for any reason. The school business executive was
instrumental in district 4 putting this snack program into place.
School Business Officials’ Responsibilities
The school business officials are administrative support to the superintendent of schools,
even for instructional support when this is not a part of their job description. The education of
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students is at the heart of each district’s mission statement. This is written so that everyone gets
the message, but some mission statements are written better than others.
In district 1, the assistant superintendent for administration is the school business official.
He previously occupied the position of director of physical education and athletics. He is
certified as a school district administrator and under the old regulations is qualified for all
administrative positions including that of school business official. In his current position, he is
truly an assistant to the superintendent in all matters, and oversees all operations of the business
office, including food service, transportation, facilities management, etc., and sits in on all
meetings overseen by the superintendent related to staff development and instructional
improvement. District 1 is a focus school district, and the superintendent is nearing retirement
and wants the assistant prepared for the possibility of replacing her.
District 2’s school business official holds the position titled as assistant superintendent.
In this position, the job description assigns all the duties of a school business official per the
ASBO standards, to the post. This includes transportation, financial resource management, food
service, among other duties. In addition the position is expected to assist in the instructional
program in whatever way that the superintendent finds services are needed. The incumbent is
certified as a school district administrator, and as such is certified as a school business official. In
addition to the above findings from the documents, the following distinct situations are noted. In
district 2, the school business official has an educational certification as an assistant
superintendent who has supervisory responsibility over all non-instructional services, but he also
has responsibility as the lead evaluator for the teacher’s annual performance review appeal
procedures, as needed. This assistant superintendent is certified to conduct teacher observations,
including announced and unannounced, and summative evaluations. The position also has the
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responsibility for reviewing a teacher for suitability for instruction, and for serving as a building
administrator as needed and available. The incumbent is involved in instructional matters
because of his background as a teacher and a building level administrator.
In district 3, the school business official functions are divided between two assistant
superintendents who are both certified as school district administrators under the old regulations.
Originally these positions were titled as assistant superintendent of instruction and assistant
superintendent of business. When a new superintendent came to the district the positions were
changed to assistant superintendent of business and elementary education and assistant
superintendent of personnel and secondary education. These jobs are distinctively different from
the other three districts in that in addition to the normal school business official responsibilities,
there are charge responsibilities for all elements of the instructional programs for elementary and
secondary education in the district. The division of duties for these two positions is defined as
oversight of the business functions and elementary instruction, and oversight for personnel and
secondary instruction. These responsibilities are spelled out in detail in Appendix J.
During the interviews with both assistant superintendents, they were very clear and
comfortable about the way in which their positions are organized. Prior to the current model the
district had two assistant superintendents, one for instruction and the other for business. An
incoming superintendent changed the model because he wanted everyone to have a role in
instruction. At that time, the assistant superintendent for business left the district, and the
assistant superintendent for instruction had previous experience as a secondary leader. The
superintendent and that assistant together developed the model, and brought in an administrator
who had prior experience as an elementary administrator.
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The current arrangement works very well, with both administrators able to work
seamlessly in their respective areas. I was able to find evidence of this through interviews with
directors, principals, and teachers, and through their district data, such as graduation rates, state
testing results, attendance rates, etc., classroom averages, and other evidentiary measures of
success.
In district 4, there is no clear message that everyone in the enterprise of the school district
is included in that goal. In fact, the business official is specifically excluded from the
organization chart. Although the school business official is not a certificated staff member, he is
tasked with supervising work that does have an impact on learning. The district might be better
served by publically declaring that he is an integral part of the whole enterprise, and as such, is
part of the team working to help with student learning where ever possible.
In district 4, the school business official is a non-certified School Business Executive,
filled through the New York State Civil Service Exam process. This is a non-educator position,
and the incumbent has no background in education. He did work in a private accounting firm
before taking this position, and did participate in school district audits while in that role. His post
is limited to non-instructional matters and business functions only. When the administrative team
meets as a group, their agendas are organized in such a way that when there are instructional
matters being considered, the school business official is allowed to leave the meeting.
Intentionality
A concluding finding that needs to be addressed is whether school business officials
and/or school superintendents consider what impact their work has on student learning.
Where there is evidence of impact on learning, like the school lunch program, are the
decisions that affect the program made with the intention of impacting instruction? The evidence
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from districts 1, 2, and 4 suggests that there is no such intention, or if there is on some occasions,
it is infrequent and not very strategic. However, in district 3 there is evidence of conscious
planning to impact learning.
In all of the interviewing that was done, participants in districts 1, 2, and 4 failed to state
or identify, that the school business official worked with those responsible for the academic
program strategically to impact learning, even while acknowledging that the programs they
oversaw did so. The closest comments were made when discussing the school lunch program, in
that it was well known that good nutrition, and full bellies had research validation that kids were
better able to learn. However, this information came from research that they had read, or picked
up by attending conferences or training on how to improve learning among children. Thereafter,
as focus moved to supporting initiatives in food services, staff stated it was done with
intentionality on their part and that of the school business official, to positively impact
instruction.
The next part of this question is, did this also happen in other standard areas where the
school business official’s work has been identified as having an impact on learning? It does not
appear as visible as in the area of food service. Sound financial resource management has been
identified as an area that results in an impact on learning, but there is little or nothing at all that
presents itself as strategy for impacting student learning. What does appear is not the notion that
if we do a good job with our financial management decisions we’ll have a positive impact on
student learning, but that we need to do a good job with financial management so that we don’t
have a negative impact on the entire operation of the school system, resulting in a bad impact on
learning. In the case of district 2, the decision to lay off over 70 faculty members was clearly
seen as having a bad impact on teaching and learning, because of the negative financial condition
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of the school district. Within the following year this condition improved and thereafter, the
district was seen in a positive position. This however would be hard to address as intentionality,
but rather as a reaction to an unsatisfactory condition.
Property acquisition and management is the responsibility of the school business official
and includes building construction and renovations, the purchase of all materials, supplies,
equipment, and textbooks necessary to operate a school district. Clearly, all of this work does
impact learning, but there is no evidence in any of the districts’ documents (even in District 3)
that decisions concerning any of these areas should be made with their impact on teaching and
learning in mind.
In the regular and routine work of the school business official, there is not a lot of
evidence of strategic planning to impact learning. ASBO, International and ASBO, New York
encourage school business officials to be strategic in impacting learning in their daily work. This
takes place through publications, workshops and training sessions. However, it is difficult to
find evidence that it actually occurs.
Observations
In districts 1, 2, and 4, it was difficult to engage the school business official in discussing
their role in instruction. They were uncomfortable about being asked their part in helping kids to
learn. They were much more at ease in explaining how they went about taking care of the
technical business management obligations of their positions. In district 3, because they were
assigned instructional leadership responsibilities they were eager not only to discuss learning, but
were eager to share the particular things that they did to help kids learn. The assistant
superintendent for personnel and secondary instruction shared with me that he met regularly with
students who were struggling with high school science classes, and performed tutoring duties
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with them. He was also serving as the science program department chairman. The assistant
superintendent for business and elementary instruction was very invested in assisting teachers
and principals to improve state testing results. Teachers saw that the person in this position was
directly interested in their work, and was a resource in helping them and students to be
successful. However, the teachers were not familiar with what this position did with the business
functions.
Also, the general organization of the four districts varied considerably. When the
document requests were submitted for information, the processing of these requests was better
handled in districts 2, 3 and 4. District 1 did not have a well-organized internal communication
system, and it was difficult to get the same information that was easily provided from the other
districts. This weakness carried over to their instructional organization efforts to improve their
student results, which would allow them to be removed from the list of schools identified as
focus school districts.
District 4 excluded the school business official from involvement in the instructional
program, and asked him to leave administrative meetings when instructional matters were being
discussed. When I asked the school business official if he found those occasions disturbing, he
replied that he found them helpful as he had a large work load with the business functions, and
didn’t want to be included. This took away a school leader who has oversight of the
transportation program, the school food service program, and other non-instructional services
that do have an impact on learning.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of Findings
The literature review for this study makes it clear that there has been little research or
commentary on the position of the school business official’s work and its impact on learning.
There is a great deal of literature pertaining to the actual work done by school business officials,
and how that work can be done better or more efficiently. There are many studies on investing,
accounting, and the oversight of transportation systems, food service programs, facility
management. These are topics about the work that school business officials supervise or perform
on a daily basis. However, there has been no research on how school business officials affect
teaching and learning in their districts, or whether they even consider those effects. This lack of
interest made this research a curiosity for a few people, and created some excitement from a few
others who were intrigued that someone was going to look into it, and often evoked speculative
thoughts about what would be found. This research attempts to address those thoughts as the
findings from this work are shared.
At the start of this research it became immediately apparent that most school personnel
were not familiar with the functions performed by the school business official. This was true for
teachers, support staff, administrators, and school board members; and whenever possible I
would ask parents if they knew what the job of school business official was, and invariably they
also did not know.
As I interviewed school personnel I handed out a sheet that outlined what work school
business officials perform as defined by the Standards of ASBO, International. That sheet would
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help the interviewees declare which of the work defined by the standards affects student
learning. It was my plan to research the question: Do the functions that school business officials
perform affect teaching and learning, and if so, do school business officials take these effects
into account in performing their work? If the true goal is to have school business officials attend
to focusing on impacting learning on a regular basis, this may be a good incentive for school
boards, and superintendents to insist that school business officials attend regular education
programs that focus on this outcome. The school business official positions that are part of this
research are quite different, but all have the same responsibility for the duties enumerated in the
ASBO Standards.
This research followed case study methodology of interviewing school personnel, and
reviewing district documents to determine if the information gained from the interviews was
supported by written evidence, and researcher observations from the time spent in the four
districts that participated in this study. As a researcher, I spent a total of four months in the four
school districts. The size of the district, and the number of interviews held in each district drove
the amount of time spent in each of them.
I also made it a point not to share with district staff that I was doing research in other area
school districts. Interestingly, no one ever asked me if I was doing research in other school
systems. The superintendents of each of the school districts knew that I was doing my research
in other school districts in the area, but would only occasionally ask me about how my research
was going, and if their staff was being helpful. In district 2, the middle school faculty was not
willing to be interviewed, and the principal in charge explained that this was a message to the
administration, and to the board, that they were unhappy with the progress of the collective
bargaining that was taking place. I was disappointed because I wanted as many opportunities to
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gather information as possible. The faculties of all the other schools in that district did
participate.
After tabulating the results from interviewing, I set out to see if there was written
documentation that would support the statements that had been gathered through the interview
process. I gave each district a request for 20 written documents, and asked that if a document did
not exist, they did not need to create one, but that they should indicate that the document did not
exist (DNE). From this process I looked for supporting information that would back up what I
had learned from the interviewing process. There were variances among the four districts as to
how well this was handled. District 3 provided a great deal of evidence, whereas the other three
districts were less organized and varied in what was provided. They all completed what was
requested.
Following the receipt of each district’s responses, I prepared a write-up memorializing
what was provided. I was then able to construct an analysis of what this information said about
the impact of the school business official on learning. Again, district 3 was able to demonstrate
what the assistant superintendents were doing to impact instruction from their documented and
strategic effort to have both positions be instructional leaders as well as business leaders for their
district. There were also documents that indicated impact on learning in the other 3 districts, but
not with the thoroughness of district 3.
The third area of discovery was by the observations that I made as a regular visitor in the
four districts. During the four months that I visited the districts, I was in at least one school
building every day, and there were a number of days that I conducted interviews in as many as
three buildings. This schedule allowed me to observe the districts in action, and have a chance to
observe the school business officials’ participation in the daily activities of the districts. I also
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had informal conversations with members of the faculty, the principals, and in a number of cases
with support staff who were aware of who the school business official was, and I asked if they
thought that his or her work had any effect on student learning. These informal conversations
also took place with parents who were visiting in the schools. This gave me the opportunity to
hear how people saw the position of the school business official without the formality of an
actual interview. I also entered into the same kind of discussion with anyone in the schools who
was willing to chat about my research.
Conclusions
The following conclusions were arrived at as a result of completing the analysis of the
interviews, documents and observations that were gathered throughout the research.
1.

There is very little research that has been done to determine if the work of the school
business official impacts student learning.

2.

Most school personnel do not know what the school business official does, and do not
perceive them as having an impact on teaching and learning. Superintendents may have a
general understanding of what business officials do, and may be more aware of the
possible implications of business decisions for instructional programs, but that does not
mean that they expect business officials to take those implications into account when they
perform their responsibilities.

3.

The school business official’s work in financial resource management has an impact on
student learning. This comes about by making sound financial decisions such as prudent
investments, careful purchasing practices and other money handling strategies that
maximize the amount of money directed at instruction. Teachers and administrators
recognize that the financial oversight done by school business officials, if done properly,
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enable districts to reach beyond the limits of their income streams. This can be
accomplished through strategic investment strategies, sound borrowing practices, seeking
grants, and other means that stretch the income streams of taxation, state aid, federal aid
and other entitlements. These findings are evidenced by direct quotes from teachers and
administrators in chapter four.
4.

The school business officials oversight of the food service program, has an impact on
student learning by seeing to it that the program is properly supervised, administered, and
continues in existence. It is well established that sound nutrition for students is essential
to sound learning. Teachers stated in chapter 4 that it was not uncommon for children to
be dependent upon the school district for food, and students in all four districts had some
anxiety about food. In some instances schools prepare food on early release days to be
sure that children were being fed. It is clear that all four districts were doing things to
provide nutritious food offerings that went well beyond simply having breakfast and
lunch. In all four districts the school business official was assigned oversight of the food
service program, even when it was subcontracted through the local Board of Cooperative
Services (BOCES). If there were any problems with the school food programs, the
districts staff knew to talk with the school business official. Each of the school business
officials, when interviewed, was able to explain the importance of the food service
program in keeping kids fed, and how it contributed to their success in learning.

5.

The school business official’s oversight of human resource management may have an
impact on learning. In the case of certificated school business officials they are often a
part of the selection process for the employment of teachers and administrators. The
school business official’s role in employing the best possible educators does impact
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student learning. In every district included in this research, the school business official
(SBO) held a position on the district’s organization chart that placed them at or near the
top of the organizational structure. It is clear that the SBO is part of the top management
of the school district. In that regard, teachers and administrators look at the school
business official as a supervisor of the school system in cooperation with the
superintendent of schools. The entire staff recognizes that the financial success of the
school district rests most assuredly on the shoulders of the school business official. In
addition to being directly responsible for supervising the business office staff, the school
business officials in districts 1 through 3, had supervisory responsibilities involving the
instructional programs of the districts. In district 4 the school business official’s job
description did not contain a written responsibility for instruction, but the superintendent
stated that the business official is expected to work closely with district administrators,
building administrators and teachers, to provide whatever assistance might be deemed
useful. Without question, there are frequent interactions between the school business
official and the building administrators in keeping the academic program strong.
6.

The transportation program has an impact on learning. There was a great deal of
testimony in interviews with teachers and administrators that for most students,
transportation services are necessary for children to get to school each day. Without that
service most of the kids could not rely on their parents to bring them to school, or that
they lived far enough away that school buses were their only way to get to school each
day. It is also expected that the transportation provided is safe and secure. When this
occurs it allows students to enter the school house in a proper frame of mind to begin
their day of learning. Frequent testimony was provided by teachers and principals that if
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the bus ride is chaotic, and there is turmoil on the trip, it is difficult at best, to get the
students ready to begin their day, and for meaningful instruction to take place. For the
youngest children this could take quite a period of time out of the learning day to get the
kids settled down and ready to learn. There is plenty of evidence that transportation is a
critical ingredient for all four of the districts involved. There was also testimony from
teachers, administrators, and the transportation supervisors that when there are buses
where student control is an on-going issue, that there would be involvement by the school
business official. If it was determined that a particular bus run needed an aide on the bus,
the business office played a critical role in these decisions. The business official in all
four districts had supervisory responsibility over the transportation program.
7.

The school business official’s responsibilities for property acquisition and management
have an impact on learning. The school business official is the purchasing agent for the
school system, and is responsible for the acquisition of all things necessary for education
to take place. In this role, the school business official works with building principals and
teachers. Through the budget development process in each school year the school
business official reviews all requests for purchases, and frequently will raise questions on
behalf of the district at-large about large requests for equipment, supplies and other
materials. The school business official also supervises the process for receiving goods
purchased and seeing to it that there is a satisfactory distribution system for all purchases.
These goods are the “things” that teachers need to do their jobs in teaching children. The
smooth flow of receiving and distributing these goods are critical for instruction to take
place. The literature is replete with stories about school districts that fail in meeting this
obligation, and how the districts can fail in supporting instruction on the delivery side of
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the equation, and on the ability to learn on the part of students. In the current
environment of at-home learning through the internet, there are plenty of opportunities to
fail in providing this on-line instruction. The school business official is a key player in
making this process work.
8.

Facility Management is not frequently cited as an area of responsibility that contributes to
learning, except when the facility is not working well. When facilities are working well,
then few teachers or students think about it. When the facilities are poorly managed, then
there is a tendency to discuss this area of service. If heat in the building is too low or too
high, it becomes a distraction to learning. The school business official is most often the
highest level administrator who oversees this function. Keeping facilities clean and well
maintained is important to the environment for learning.

9.

Information Management in all four districts was generally overseen by directors of
technology reported directly to the superintendent of schools, and was further supported
by a shared service through the local Board of Cooperative Services (BOCES).
Hardware purchases, area network services, hardware repair and general support, and
business services such as payroll preparation and accounts payable services are all a part
of the BOCES Cooperative Services Agreement (COSER) for technology. Teachers and
administrator generally do not see this as part of information management. The business
official did not have a direct role in information management for the districts, and were
only involved as the overseers of a purchased service, like they would be for any other
business related items, like insurance or maintenance contracts for equipment such as
copiers, payroll preparation services, inventory control and other accounting functions.
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10.

Risk Management received only 4 comments from staff, and only after considerable
education as to what this responsibility actually consisted of. This is the area that
provides security services to the district for staff safety training, conducting fire drills,
purchasing property insurance, liability insurance, school bus insurance, and most other
safety measures, and is the responsibility of the school business official. The likelihood
that these directly impact teaching and learning was not easily identified by anyone on
the staff.

11.

Despite widespread acknowledgement that business functions affect learning, most
stakeholders do not expect or hold business officials responsible for taking these effects
into account when overseeing those functions. There is small evidence that the school
business official’s duties are carried out with the intention of supporting instruction. The
only time when this may openly occur is when financial resource management decisions
are meant to minimize a negative impact on instruction. The superintendent is the critical
overseer of making the school business official responsible to be part of the support chain
in academic success for all students.

Recommendations for the Field
School business officials need to be tasked with the responsibility of targeting all of their
work in such a way they are continuously thinking about how the functions they oversee affect
student achievement and success. Each of their work responsibilities needs to be routinely
reviewed with the self-analysis of how the activity will help students to learn. If the answer is
always, “I’m not sure that it will”, then an effort must be made to drive more attention toward
that end.
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ASBO, International should be given a copy of this research paper, and should encourage
school business officials to educate the staff of every school about what constitutes the duty of a
school business official.
School business officials should educate everyone in the school system about what their
work entails. This would include all teachers, administrators, and non-instructional staff. It
would help everyone to understand what the functions of the school business official’s job
consist of, and how these functions intersect with the work that others perform.
Conversely, this would work best if there was a dialogue, so that teachers and
administrators, and other staff members could inform the school business official about how
various business functions affect student learning. Without someone making provision for twoway conversations, school business officials might not know that providing the most senior and
experienced teacher with retirement incentives, or educating children with disabilities in
segregated classrooms, or feeding kids cheap junk food might be “cost effective”, but
educationally unsound. The party most strategically placed to make sure these dialogues occur is
the superintendent of schools.
Other professional organizations should also be made aware of the findings of this
research, and be encouraged to have the school business official directly involved in the
instructional program of the district. This will bring about a whole team approach to meeting the
school district mission of involving every staff member and the board of education in being a
part of the education of all students.
The New York State Education Department should be made aware of the model at work
in District 3, and be encouraged to reconsider their program requirements for obtaining
certification as a school business official. The program for school business official certification
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should be crafted in such a way that the participants would also be prepared to assume
instructional leadership responsibilities. The current program prepares candidates solely for
business leadership, and then requires further study to be certified for academic leadership.
The state could return to the practice of allowing anyone with a School District
Leadership certification to serve as a school business official, but only with an “extension” that
ensures they have additional coursework and perhaps an internship in performing business
functions.
There is a very limited supply of school business officials throughout New York State.
Part of this condition exists because many people in education do not see themselves as possible
candidates for this role. They operate under the assumption that if they do not have a degree in
business, they are not in a position to pursue a career as a school business official. As a former
business education teacher I always thought of myself as a logical candidate to become a school
business official. I continued my career as a school administrator, first as a principal and then as
a superintendent of schools for 25 years. I would frequently encourage teacher colleagues to
think about becoming a school business official and they would timidly express that they did not
have the background. I would then tell them that they did. I explained that if they were detail
oriented, worked well with numbers, were organized in whatever work that they did, and were
honest and ethical, they are suited to work as a school business official. They need to acquire
technical information and knowledge on school business functions, but with the qualities
described above they are in a great position to become a school business official that could also
affect their school district’s academic program.
Of the two school business officials who worked in district 3, both were certified under
the old rules for certification, and possessed School District Administrator’s certificates. They
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had both held positions as administrators in the instructional area of their districts, and stated that
they were better positioned to impact instruction in their work as business leaders because they
understood how the responsibilities they had for business functions directly intersected with
learning. The organization of the business functions in district 3 could have made it more likely
that the school business officials would intend to take academic impacts into account when
making business decisions, but did not actually provide evidence that this strategically took
place.
Limitations and Recommendations for Further Research
A greater variety of school districts, including larger city systems and ones in states with
different approaches to the preparation of business officials should be studied. This would
broaden the knowledge base regarding this subject.
University scholars should be encouraged to do research on this subject. There is so little
literature on the subject of this paper that every university with a department of education should
be invited to extend the research on this subject. This study provides preliminary evidence that
school business officials do increase the capacity of school districts to effectively educate
students. However, the approach used in this study did not permit me to identify and analyze in
depth particular decisions that might have illustrated the importance of considering the impact of
business decisions on teaching and learning. Research on the educational impact of the unique
integration of business and academic functions in district 3 would be especially helpful.
Ultimately with further research, change can occur and students will be the beneficiaries.
All school districts across the country have school business officials. How they deliver
that service, and how many school business officials are directly engaged in instruction, would
be interesting to examine. However, the objective of this study is to identify what the role of the
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school business official is, and if the work of this position impacts student learning. The door is
now open to further study this question.
Another limitation of this study is access to the people who were being interviewed. It
would have been helpful to have had more detailed discussions with superintendents and school
business officials.
School districts across the country need to have their school business officials take
learning into account when performing their duties. Given the widespread recognition that
business decisions and business functions affect teaching and learning, it is inexcusable that
those with primary responsibility for these functions are not expected to consider and account for
the instructional impact of their decisions. This duty rests with both school business officials and
superintendents.
It would also be helpful to continue to research what academic administrators know about
the work that is being performed by school business officials. Over the course of this study there
was evidence that assistant superintendents, principals, assistant principals, board of education
members, and other instructional leaders, did not know what work was being done by school
business officials. If all school leaders are on the team to truly work collaboratively to educate
students, they all need to know what each of them does to support that mission.
Given the complexity of information management, it also recommended that the
relationships and responsibilities for this area need further research.
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APPENDIX B
Certification Regulations and Civil Service Qualifications
New York State Certified School Business Official. In NYS, the accountability
measures of professional certification are legislated and maintained by Education Law via the
Commissioner of Education's Regulations. Currently, there are more than 600 individuals
appointed by local Boards of Education (BOE) to fill the position of SBO. Officials are
appointed because they were deemed qualified and eligible based on one of two categories:
NYS certification or NYS Civil Service. As a NYS certified candidate, it is expected that:
The School District Business Leader works with the district leader, building leaders, the
board of education or other governing entity, and key educational stakeholders to support
the development and implementation of the educational vision ... as well as gathers and
presents financial information to shape, monitor, and evaluate the educational vision.
(New York State Education Department [NYSED] Office of Teaching Initiatives [OTI],
2009, p. 1)
As currently described by the New York State Education Department [NY SED] in
Commissioners Regulations, a certified SBO may hold a School District Administrator (SDA), a
School Business Administrator (SBA), or a School District Business Leader (SDBL) certificate
to be eligible for the position.
The SDBL certificate began issuing in July 2006, whereas the SDA and SBA certificates
ceased to be issued on August 31, 2007. Prior to the July 13, 2006 certification changes, a
certificate holder of a SDA was eligible to hold the position of SBO, where holders of the School
District Leader (SDL) certificate, post July 13, 2006, are not eligible to hold the SBO position
(New York State [NYS] Regulations of the Commissioner of Education, 2009). A comparison of
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the pathways to eligibility for the position of SBO is provided in Table 1.
Table 1
Comparison of Pathway to Eligibility for the Position of SBO

Issue date

·SBA
SDA
SDBL - 5 year
(permanent) (permanent) professional
Prior to
Prior to
Post 7/13/2006
8/31/2007

60 graduate
Initial
Coursework (24 hours in
Requirement admin)
and/or
s
content

Internship

Exam
Content

8/31/2007
60 graduate
(24 hours in
admin)

Yes - varies Yes - varies
by university by
university
None
None

.

Experience

Professional
Development

Civil Service

None - 1 yr. None
may be
substituted
for internship
None
None

• Completion of SED higher
education program (includes
graduate
hours which must
60
24
in admin.)
have
• Higher education endorsement

Yes - 600 hrs.

• Supporting the District
Educational Vision
• Supporting Change and
Sustainability in the District
• Overseeing District Financial
and Physical Resources
• Administering Human and
Support Resources to Support
Learning Goals
None

175 hrs. every 5 years

Varies by
county for
exam
eligibility
between 0 hrs.
and bachelor's
degree
None

• Finance
• Accounting
• Budget

Varies by
county for
exam
eligibility
None

Preparation programs leading to NYS Certification as a SDA, SBA, or SDBL have all
required coursework in educational administration and leadership, including learning and
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understanding the roles of other members of the school and district administrative teams.
However, only the SDBL requires the successful completion of a standardized NYS
examination. This summative certification exam for the current SDBL certificate measures
competency in topics such as: supporting the district educational vision, supporting change and
sustainability in the district, overseeing district financial and physical resources, developing
human and support resources to support learning goals (NY SED OTI, 2009).
New York State Civil Service School Business Official. Under the laws of the NYS
Civil Service Commission, a person may become eligible as a classified civil servant under the
title of School Business Manager or School Business Executive (NYS Department of Civil
Service [CS], 2010). The local Civil Service agency of a given municipality maintains the
eligibility records for positions and administers the qualifying examination schedule, roster, and
results lists (NYS Department of CS, 2010).
A local BOE may choose to fill a SBO vacancy with a competitive class civil service
appointment provided that the candidate has been deemed eligible by the local agency (New
York State School Boards Association [NYSSBA] & New York State Bar Association
[NYSBA], 2008; NYS Department of CS, 2010). In this instance, it is the authority of the local
Board of Education to determine whether the civil service eligible candidate possesses the
knowledge and competencies required for the vacant position within an individual district
(NYSSBA & NYSBA, 2008; NYS Regulations of the Commissioner of Education, 2009).
Common job titles for SBOs with these qualifications include: business manager or school
business executive (NYSSBA & NYSBA, 2008). In terms of educational background, the
requirements vary among local civil service commissions but most often advanced training or
education in a related field is required (NYS Department of CS, 2010).
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Under current civil service qualifications, a candidate is not necessarily required to have
any training or experience in management, leadership, interpersonal relationships, oral or
written communication, nor collective bargaining as are holders of the SBA, SDA, or
SDBL. However, expertise in finance, accounting, budgeting, would be measured on the
civil service commission examination.
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APPENDIX C
E-Mails between Joseph B. Shedd and Susan Moored Johnson
Here’s an exchange I had recently with Susan Moore Johnson, author of the “Achieving Coherence”
volume we spoke about earlier. If anyone would know of research relevant to your question, Johnson
would. You’re blazing new territory!
From: Johnson, Susan Moore <susan_moore_johnson@gse.harvard.edu>
Sent: Friday, February 28, 2020 8:35 AM
To: Joseph B Shedd <jbshedd@syr.edu>
Subject: Re: Role of school business officials
Dear Joe,
Thanks very much for your message. I don’t think that we’ve ever met—though I may be wrong about
that—but I know that I found your book with Sam Bacharach, Tangled Hierarchies, very helpful in my
own work many years ago. I especially appreciate your comments about Achieving Coherence because I
really enjoyed working on the book and think that some of its broad conclusions are very useful. Since
finishing it, I’ve focused my research and writing on the professional issues of teachers, but I continue to
be very interested in issues of school-based autonomy. In my recent book, Where Teachers Thrive,
school-based autonomy proved to be very important in determining whether principals could improve
their schools as teaching and learning environments. The Walker City School District (a pseudonym),
which is featured in two studies included in that book, developed some impressive human capital
practices over time that we document there.
It's taken me awhile to respond to your message because I realized how little I have to recommend to
you and your students. As you well know, there’s little organizational research about how school
business officials manage their relationships with schools, which makes it difficult to anchor further
studies. But that also reveals how important it is to pursue this topic further.
In doing the book on coherence, we found no major study that was useful, although some researchers
have focused on these issues somewhat indirectly. I’m sure you’ve already explored the work of the
scholars I’d recommend, such as Meredith Honig and Jim Spillane. In case you’re interested, I’m
attaching a teaching case I wrote about the Lawrence, MA school district under state receivership. It’s
potentially relevant because the superintendent/receiver gave principals broad autonomy in budgeting,
staffing, and curriculum, while also holding them accountable for results. I’m hoping to write a followup case after three years and a change of superintendents. If that works out, the district-school
relationships will be central to that story. But Lawrence is a very small district, so the issues are
somewhat different.
I’m sorry that I can’t be more helpful. I would be interested in learning about any resource you find
useful.
Best wishes,
Susan
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Susan Moore Johnson
Jerome T. Murphy Research Professor
426 Gutman Library
Harvard Graduate School of Education
Cambridge, MA 02138

From: Joseph B Shedd <jbshedd@syr.edu>
Date: Wednesday, February 19, 2020 at 10:50 AM
To: "Johnson, Susan Moore" <susan_moore_johnson@gse.harvard.edu>
Subject: Role of school business officials
Dr. Johnson:
Several of my leadership certification and doctoral students and I have found your “Achieving Coherence
in District Improvement” volume useful in our work on various studies of district office functions.
One of my doctoral students is doing his dissertation on how school business officials typically
responsible for budget planning, financial administration, and (often) human resource management are
typically excluded from any discussions of or responsibility for academic programs, and that the sharp
division of functions undermines the coherence of districts’ strategic planning and execution of
academic programs. In your research for your “Coherence” volume, did you come across any data or
research on the ways in which school business officials either are or are not involved in districts’ overall
planning?
Your volume provides one of the clearest arguments for the importance of coherence we have found,
and for the importance of linkages between academic, resource, and staffing planning, in particular. But,
except for your discussion of intermediaries, you don’t go into how the organization of district office
functions might affect coherence. Any suggestions or leads to relevant research you might provide
would be deeply appreciated.
All the best,
Joe Shedd
Joseph B. Shedd, PhD
Associate Professor of Teaching and Leadership
Syracuse University School of Education
150 Huntington Hall
Syracuse NY 13244
P: 315-443-2685
F: 315-443-3289
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APPENDIX D
New York State Education Department Financial Data

District 1
Financial Data
General Education

Special Education

Instructional Expenditures
$22,891,731

Instructional Expenditures
$11,407,167

Pupils
2,467

Pupils
384

Expenditures per Pupil
$9,279

Expenditures per Pupil
$29,706

Similar District Group
General Education

Special Education

Instructional Expenditures
$2,440,985,374

Instructional Expenditures
$1,050,335,896

Pupils
213,256

Pupils
34,037

Expenditures per Pupil
$11,446

Expenditures per Pupil
$30,859

NYSED 2015-16 Fiscal Accountability Data
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District 2
Financial Data
General Education

Special Education

Instructional Expenditures
$20,870,328

Instructional Expenditures
10,548,897

Pupils
2,392

Pupils
427

Expenditures per Pupil
$8,725

Expenditures per Pupil
24,705

Similar District Group
General Education

Special Education

Instructional Expenditures
$8,395,886,432

Instructional Expenditures
3,487,990,842

Pupils
747,643

Pupils
110,460

Expenditures per Pupil
$11,230

Expenditures per Pupil
$31,577

NYSED 2015-16 Fiscal Accountability Data
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District 3
Financial Data
General Education

Special Education

Instructional Expenditures
$34,230,872

Instructional Expenditures
$18,329,236

Pupils
3,900

Pupils
592

Expenditures per Pupil
$8,777

Expenditures per Pupil
30,962

Similar District Group
General Education

Special Education

Instructional Expenditures
$8,395,886,432

Instructional Expenditures
$3,487,990,842

Pupils
747,643

Pupils
110,460

Expenditures per Pupil
$11,230

Expenditures per Pupil
$31,577

NYSED 2015-16 Fiscal Accountability Data
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District 4
Financial Data
General Education

Special Education

Instructional Expenditures
$15,741,163

Instructional Expenditures
$5,583,652

Pupils
1,378

Pupils
236

Expenditures per Pupil
$11,423

Expenditures per Pupil
$23,660

Similar District Group
General Education

Special Education

Instructional Expenditures
$1,576,974,375

Instructional Expenditures
$659,163,076

Pupils
147,381

Pupils
24,240

Expenditures per Pupil
$10,700

Expenditures per Pupil
$27,193

NYSED 2015-16 Fiscal Accountability Data
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APPENDIX E
New York State Comptroller’s Fiscal Stress Data
District/Year
1
2
3
4

2013
06.7%
53.3%
06.7%
00.0%

2014
60.0%
20.0%
00.0%
00.0%

2015
18.3%
20.0%
00.0%
03.3%

2016
06.7%
06.7%
06.7%
13.3%

2017
03.3%
03.3%
00.0%
10.0%

2018
00.0%
10.0%
00.0%
10.0%

In the table above is the NYS Comptrollers finding of fiscal stress on the four districts in
this study. What is most notable is that district 1 in 2014 was in high moderate stress, and in the
following year was in the susceptible stress classification and thereafter was classified as no
designation.
A similar story occurred with district 2 in moderate stress, and in 2014 and thereafter was
classified as no designation. District’s 3 and 4 were classified as no designation throughout all
of these years. All of these districts are on sound fiscal grounds with the oversight of their
district’s finances.
A more complete example of these data are shown below. The four districts manage their
money well.
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District 1

180

District 2

181

District 3

182

District 4
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APPENDIX F
Academic Indicators
District 1 Description
New York State Education Department

Grades 3-8 ELA Assessment Data
2016 All Students – 1,055 tested
Proficient 241 – 23%
Level 1
437 – 41%

Level 2
377 – 36%

Level 3
193 – 18%

Level 4
48 – 5%

Grades 3-8 ELA Assessment Data
2017 All Students – 1,039 tested
Proficient – 268 – 26%
Level 1
384 – 37%

Level 2
387- 37%

Level 3
214 – 21%

Level 4
54 – 5%

Grades 3-8 Mathematics Assessment Data
2016 All Students – 1,000 tested
Proficient 283 – 23%
Level 1
367 – 37%

Level 2
350 – 35%

Level 3
192 – 19%

Level 4
91 – 9%
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Grades 3-8 Mathematics Assessment Data
2017 All Students – 993 Tested
Proficient 275 – 28%
Level 1
387 – 39%

Level 2
331 – 33 %

Level 3
185 – 19%

Level 4
90 – 9%

High School Completers
2016-2017
Group

All
Students
General
Education
Students
with
Disability
Group
All
Students
General
Education
Students
with
Disability

Completers(Graduates
+Commencement
Credentials)
157

Graduates(Regents+Local
Diplomas)

Regents
Diploma

----------

152 140 –
92%
137 131 –
96%
15
9–
60%

137
20

-----------------------------

Regents w/Advanced
Designation
56 – 37%

Regents w/CTE
Endorsement
15 – 10%

Local
Commencement
Diplomas
Credential
12 – 8%
5 – 3%

55 – 40%

9 – 7%

6 – 4%

0 – 0%

1 – 7%

6 – 40%

6 – 40%

5 – 25%

Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level ELA after Four Years of Instruction
2016-2017
Group
All Stdents.
General Ed.
Stds. w/dis.

Ttl. Tested
182
148
34

Proficient
79%
88%
41%

Level 1
5 – 3%
1 – 1%
4 – 12%

Level 2
6 – 3%
4 – 3%
2 – 6%

Level 3
29 – 16%
19 – 13%
10 – 29%

Level 4
115 – 63%
111 – 75%
4 – 12%
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Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level Mathematics after Four Years of Instruction
2016-2017
Group
Ttl. Tested
All Stdents. 182
General Ed. 148
Stds. w/dis. 34

Proficient
84%
93%
41%

Level 1
3 – 2%
1 – 1%
2 – 6%

Level 2
11 – 6%
2 – 1%
9 – 26%

Level 3
118 – 65/%
105 – 71%
13 – 38%

Level 4
34-19%
33 – 22%
1 – 3%

Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level Global History and Geography after Four Years of
Instruction – 2016-2017
Group
Ttl. Tested
All Stdents. 182
General Ed. 148
Stds. w/dis. 34

Proficient
80%
89%
38%

Level 1
8 – 4%
2 – 1%
6 – 18%

Level 2
9 – 5%
5 – 3%
4 – 12%

Level 3
78 – 43%
68 – 46%
10 – 29%

Level 4
67 – 37%
64 – 43%
3 – 9%

Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level U.S. History and Government after Four Years of
Instruction 2016-2017
Group
Ttl. Tested
All Stdents. 182
General Ed. 148
Stds. w/dis. 34

Proficient
77%
87%
35%

Level 1
4 – 2%
1 – 1%
3 – 9%

Level 2
8 – 4%
4 – 3%
4 – 12%

Level 3
64 – 35%
56 – 38%
8 – 24%

Level 4
77 – 42%
73 – 49%
4 – 12%

Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level Science after Four Years of Instruction 2016-2017
Group
Ttl. Tested
All Stdents. 182
General Ed. 148
Stds. w/dis. 34

Proficient
81%
91%
41%

Level 1
7 – 4%
5 – 3%
2 – 6%

Level 2
10 – 5%
3 – 2%
7 – 21%

Level 3
81 – 45%
69 – 47%
12 – 35%

Level 4
67 – 37%
65 – 44%
2 – 6%
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District 2 Description
New York State Education Department

Grades 3-8 ELA Assessment Data
2016 All Students ̶ 994 Tested
Proficient 427 ̶ 43%
Level 1
231

23%

Level 2
336

34%

Level 3
283

28%

Level 4
144

14%

34%

Level 4
162

16%

Level 4
157

17%

Grades 3-8 ELA Assessment Data
2017 All Students ̶ 1,003 Tested
Proficient 508 ̶ 51%
Level 1
191

19%

Level 2
304

30%

Level 3
346

Grades 3-8 Mathematics Assessment Data
2016 All Students ̶ 937 Tested
Proficient 416 ̶ 44%
Level 1
209

22%

Level 2
312

33%

Level 3
259

28%
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Grades 3-8 Mathematics Assessment Data
2017 All Students ̶ 958 Tested
Proficient 445 ̶ 46%
Level 1
196

Level 2
317

20%

Level 3
298

33%

Level 4
147

31%

15%

High School Completers
2016-2017
Completers
(Graduates+Commencement
Credentials)
Group
All Students
General Ed.
Students with
Disabilities

Regents
w/Advanced
Designation
Group
All Students
General Ed.
Students with
Disabilities

Graduates (Regents+Local
Diplomas)

189
168

187
168

21

19

Regents w/CTE
Endorsement

119
119

64%
71%

6
3

3%
2%

0

0%

3

16%

Regents Diploma
176
94%
166
99%

10

53%

Commencement
Credential
Local Diplomas
11
6%
2
1%

9

47%

2
0

1%
0%

2

10%
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Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level ELA after Four Years of Instruction
2016-2017
Group
Total Tested
All Students
196
General Ed.
171
Students
w/Disabilities
25

Proficient
93%
98%

60%

Level 1
2 1%
1 1%

1

4%

Level 2
4 2%
0 0%

Level 3
13 7%
7 4%

Level 4
169 86%
160 94%

4 16%

6 24%

9 36%

Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level Mathematics after Four Years of Instruction
2016-2017
Group
Total Tested
All Students
196
General Ed.
171
Students
w/Disabilities
25

Proficient
94%
99%

60%

Level 1
1 1%
0 0%

1

4%

Level 2
5 3%
0 0%

Level 3
89 45%
75 44%

5 20%

14 56%

Level 4
95 48%
94 55%

1

4%

Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level Global History and Geography after Four Years of
Instruction 2016-2017
Group
Total Tested
All Students
196
General Ed.
171
Students
w/Disabilities
25

Proficient
90%
96%

Level 1
6 3%
0 0%

Level 2
5 3%
2 1%

Level 3
71 36%
61 36%

48%

6 24%

3 12%

10 40%

Level 4
105 54%
103 60%

2

8%
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District 3 Description
New York State Education Department
Grades 3-8 ELA Assessment Data
2016 All Students ̶ 1565 Tested
Proficient 473 ̶ 30%
Level 1
529

34%

Level 2
563

36%

Level 3
343

22%

Level 4
130

8%

23%

Level 4
108

7%

Level 4
229

16%

Level 4
199

14%

Grades 3-8 ELA Assessment Data
2017 All Students ̶ 1,519 Tested
Proficient 464 ̶ 31%
Level 1
475

31%

Level 2
580

38%

Level 3
356

Grades 3-8 Mathematics Assessment Data
2016 All Students ̶ 1,453 Tested
Proficient 572 ̶ 39%
Level 1
393

27%

Level 2
488

34%

Level 3
343

24%

Grades 3-8 Mathematics Assessment Data
2017 All Students ̶ 1,441 Tested
Proficient 524 ̶ 36%
Level 1
461

32%

Level 2
456

32%

Level 3
325

23%
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High School Completers
2016-2017

Group
All Students
General Ed.
Students with
Disabilities

Group
All Students
General Ed.
Students with
Disabilities

Completers
(Graduates+Commencement
Credentials)
274
237

Graduates (Regents+Local
Diplomas)
272
237

37

35

Regents
w/Advanced
Designation
108
40%
107
45%
1

3%

Regents w/CTE
Endorsement
18
7%
10
4%
8

23%

Local Diplomas
15
6%
7
3%
8

23%

Regents Diploma
257
94%
230
97%
27

77%

Commencement
Credential
2
1%
0
0%
2

5%

Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level ELA after Four Years of Instruction
2016-2017
Group
Total Tested Proficient
Level 1
Level 2
Level 3
Level 4
All Students
313
86%
8 3%
3 1%
64 20% 204 65%
General Ed.
260
92%
2 1%
2 1%
55 21% 184 71%
Students
w/Disabilities
53
55%
6 11%
1 2%
9 17%
20 38%

Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level Mathematics after Four Years of Instruction
2016-2017
Group
Total Tested Proficient
Level 1
Level 2
Level 3
Level 4
All Students
313
88%
4 1%
16 5% 194 62%
82 26%
General Ed.
260
95%
0 0%
7 3% 167 64%
80 31%
Students
w/Disabilities
53
55%
4 8%
9 17%
27 51%
2 4%
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Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level Global History and Geography after Four Years of
Instruction 2016-2017
Group
Total Tested Proficient
Level 1
Level 2
Level 3
Level 4
All Students
313
83%
13 4%
15 5% 170 54%
91 29%
General Ed.
260
90%
5 2%
10 4% 146 56%
87 33%
Students
w/Disabilities
53
53%
8 15%
5 9%
24 45%
4 8%

Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level History and Government after Four Years of
Instruction 2016-2017
Group
Total Tested Proficient
Level 1
Level 2
Level 3
Level 4
All Students
313
87%
3 1%
5 2% 117 37% 155 50%
General Ed.
260
92%
1 0%
4 2%
94 36% 146 56%
Students
w/Disabilities
53
60%
2 4%
1 2%
23 43%
9 17%

Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level Science after Four Years of Instruction
2016-2017
Group
Total Tested Proficient
Level 1
Level 2
Level 3
Level 4
All Students
313
89%
3 1%
9 3% 144 46% 135 43%
General Ed.
260
94%
0 0%
6 2% 119 46% 126 48%
Students
w/Disabilities
53
64%
3 6%
3 6%
25 47%
9 17%
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District 4 Description
New York State Education Department

Level 1
186

Level 1
200

Level 1
143

Level 1
160

36%

Grades 3-8 ELA Assessment Data
2016 All Students ̶ 515 Tested
Proficient 142 ̶ 28%
Level 2
Level 3
187
36%
101
20%

Level 4
41

8%

36%

Grades 3-8 ELA Assessment Data
2017 All Students ̶ 550 Tested
Proficient 161 ̶ 29%
Level 2
Level 3
189
34%
111
20%

Level 4
50

9%

30%

Grades 3-8 Mathematics Assessment Data
2016 All Students ̶ 477 Tested
Proficient 177 ̶ 37%
Level 2
Level 3
157
33%
106
22%

Level 4
71

15%

31%

Grades 3-8 Mathematics Assessment Data
2017 All Students ̶ 514 Tested
Proficient 195 ̶ 38%
Level 2
Level 3
159
31%
126
25%

Level 4
69

13%

193

Group
All Students
General Ed.
Students with
Disabilities

Group
All Students
General Ed.
Students with
Disabilities

High School Completers
2016-2017
Completers
(Graduates+Commencement Graduates (Regents+Local
Credentials)
Diplomas)
87
85
71
71
16
Regents
w/Advanced
Designation
36
42%
34
48%
2

14%

14

Regents w/CTE
Endorsement
14
16%
12
17%
2

14%

Local Diplomas
9
11%
2
3%
7

50%

Regents Diploma
76
89%
69
97%
7

50%

Commencement
Credential
2
2%
0
0%
2

13%

Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level ELA after Four Years of Instruction
2016-2017
Group
Total Tested Proficient
Level 1
Level 2
Level 3
Level 4
All Students
104
78%
0 0%
3 3%
27 26%
54 52%
General Ed.
86
84%
0 0%
1 1%
21 24%
51 59%
Students
w/Disabilities
18
50%
0 0%
2 11%
6 33%
3 17%

Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level Mathematics after Four Years of Instruction
2016-2017
Group
Total Tested Proficient
Level 1
Level 2
Level 3
Level 4
All Students
104
81%
4 4%
5 5%
59 57%
25 24%
General Ed.
86
87%
1 1%
3 3%
51 59%
24 28%
Students
w/Disabilities
18
50%
3 17%
2 11%
8 44%
1 6%

Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level Global History and Geography after Four Years of
Instruction 2016-2017
Group
Total Tested Proficient
Level 1
Level 2
Level 3
Level 4
All Students
104
73%
8 8%
6 6%
43 41%
33 32%
General Ed.
86
80%
4 5%
3 3%
38 44%
31 36%
Students
w/Disabilities
18
39%
4 22%
3 17%
5 28%
2 11%
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Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level History and Government after Four Years of
Instruction 2016-2017
Group
Total Tested Proficient
Level 1
Level 2
Level 3
Level 4
All Students
104
73%
2 2%
5 5%
35 34%
41 39%
General Ed.
86
78%
2 2%
4 5%
28 33%
39 45%
Students
w/Disabilities
18
50%
0 0%
1 6%
7 39%
2 11%

Total Cohort Results in Secondary-Level Science after Four Years of Instruction
2016-2017
Group
Total Tested Proficient
Level 1
Level 2
Level 3
Level 4
All Students
104
81%
4 4%
4 4%
43 41%
41 39%
General Ed.
86
86%
3 3%
2 2%
35 41%
39 45%
Students
w/Disabilities
18
56%
1 6%
2 11%
8 44%
2 11%
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APPENDIX G
Case Study Interview Questions
Superintendent of Schools
How Do The Functions That School Business Officials Perform Affect Instruction?
Introduction – My name is Oliver Blaise, Jr. and I am a doctoral student at Syracuse University
in the Teaching & Leadership Department of the School of Education. I am doing research as
part of the requirements for completing my doctoral degree. I appreciate your willingness to
allow me to do my research in your school district and for giving me the opportunity to interview
you. Your name will not be used in my research and the only reference to this interview that will
appear in my findings is that I interviewed 4 school superintendents. This interview will take
approximately 30 minutes and will focus on the title of my research.
1. How did your district decide to staff the position of school business official with the job
title that you have?
2. Describe the functions of the school business official’s job that the most time is spent on.
3. What is the most important part of the school business official’s job that is performed and
why do you think that is so?
4. Do you feel that the work that the school business official performs affects instruction,
and if so how does that take place?
5. How do you think the other administrators in your district see the role of the school
business official as it relates to their work? To instruction in general?
6. Is there any evidence that exists in written form that would show effects on teaching and
learning from the school business official? If so, where could I find that data?
7. Are there other general observations that you can share with me about how the functions
performed by the school business official affect teaching and learning?
8. What are the areas of the district’s program that are directly under the supervision of the
school business official? Do these programs have a direct impact on teaching and
learning?
9. Has the school business official ever been absent from their job for a lengthy period of
time? If so, where did you see the greatest effects from this absence?
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School Business Officials and Other Administrators
How Do The Functions That School Business Officials Perform Affect Instruction?
Introduction – My name is Oliver Blaise, Jr. and I am a graduate doctoral student at Syracuse
University in the Teaching & Leadership Department of the School of Education. I am doing
research as part of the requirements for completing my doctoral degree. I appreciate your
willingness to allow me to do my research in your school building (or department) and for giving
me the opportunity to interview you. Your name will not be used in my research and the only
reference to this interview that will appear in my findings is that I interviewed 4 high school
principals, or 8 elementary principals or 4 athletic directors, etc. This interview will take
approximately 30 minutes and will focus on the title of my research (as noted above).
1. How does the school business official position fit in this district? Is it part of the
management team that you are a part of?
2. What are the functions that the school business official is responsible for in this district?
List all of them that come to mind.
3. Do these functions affect teaching and learning? If so, how do they do so?
4. What do you think is the most important function that the school business official
performs and why?
5. What do you think that the general public thinks that the school business official does for
the school system?
6. Do you think that students understand what the school business official does? If so, what
would they say are the functions that this position performs?
7. Are any of the areas that are supervised by the school business official such as
transportation, school food service, operations and maintenance important to the students
learning?
8. Are there any general comments or observations that you would like to share regarding
the functions of the school business official and teaching and learning?
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Teachers, Counselors and other Certificated Staff
How Do The Functions That School Business Officials Perform Affect Instruction?
Introduction – My name is Oliver Blaise, Jr. and I am a graduate doctoral student at Syracuse
University in the Teaching & Leadership Department of the School of Education. I am doing
research as part of the requirements for completing my doctoral degree. I appreciate your
willingness to allow me to do my research in your school building (or department) and for giving
me the opportunity to interview you. Your name will not be used in my research and the only
reference to this interview that will appear in my findings is that I interviewed 4 high school
science teacher, or 8 elementary teachers or 4 guidance counselors, etc. This interview will take
approximately 30 minutes and will focus on the title of my research (as noted above).
1. How do you interact with the school business official?
2. What are the functions that the school business official is responsible for in this district?
List all of them that come to mind.
3. Do these functions affect teaching and learning? If so, how do they do so?
4. What do you think is the most important function that the school business official
performs and why?
5. Is there any documented evidence that you could show me that indicates how the school
business official’s work affects instruction? If so, what would you show me? Where
could I in fact see this information?
6. When the school business official is away from the district, what are the functions that
staff is concerned about being performed? Why?
7. Are there any general comments or observations that you can share regarding the
functions of the school business official and teaching and learning?
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Non-Instructional Staff
How Do The Functions That School Business Officials Perform Affect Instruction?
Introduction – My name is Oliver Blaise, Jr. and I am a graduate doctoral student at Syracuse
University in the Teaching & Leadership Department of the School of Education. I am doing
research as part of the requirements for completing my doctoral degree. I appreciate your
willingness to allow me to do my research in your school building (or department) and for giving
me the opportunity to interview you. Your name will not be used in my research and the only
reference to this interview that will appear in my findings is that I interviewed 4 members of the
transportation staff, 8 members of the school lunch staff, etc. This interview will take
approximately 30 minutes and will focus on the title of my research (as noted above).
1. How do you interact with the school business official?
2. What are the functions that the school business official is responsible for in this district?
List all of them that come to mind.
3. How does the work of the school business official affect your job?
4. Do the functions performed by the school business official affect teaching and learning?
If so, how do you think that they do so?
5. What do you think is the most important function that the school business official
performs and why?
6. When the school business official is away from the district, what are the functions that
the staff is concerned about being performed? Why?
7. Are there any general observations that you can share with me regarding the position of
school business official? (not the person but the functions performed)
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APPENDIX H
Document Request

The following documents will greatly assist my research, and I appreciate your help in making
them available. If a document does not exist in your district, please write DNE next to the item
requested. If documents are available electronically, please indicate where they can be accessed.
Thank you for your help.

1.

Job description for all administrators including the superintendent of schools and the school
business official

2.

District organization chart

3

Organization chart for the business office

4.

District’s mission statement

5.

District’s vision statement

6.

Mission statement for the business office

7.

Board of education policy manual

8.

Evaluation forms used in evaluating administrators

9.

Evaluation forms for evaluating teachers

10. Statement of the purchasing process used by teachers to obtain needed supplies, materials,
textbooks and equipment
11. Description of staff development program for teachers
12. List of staff development activities participated in by the school business official over the
past two years
13. Board meeting minutes for 2014-2015 and 2015-2016
14. School report card for 2013-2014 and 2014-2015
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15. A copy of the district’s multi-year Strategic Planning Document, and a statement of the
school business official’s role in the planning process
16. A list of the professional conferences attended by the school business official over the past
two years
17. The agenda and minutes of meetings between the school business official and assistant
superintendent for instruction and building principals
18. The role of the school business official in assisting in the planning of the districts’
superintendent conference days
19. A list of the school business official’s memberships in professional educational
organizations
20. Any materials that the district feels would evidence the work of the school business official
and the instruction that takes place in the district
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APPENDIX I
Document Request Responses
District 1 - 4

District 1
1. Does not exist
2. The district’s organization chart shows that the school business official is directly linked to
the superintendent of schools, the facilities manager, the director of transportation, cafeteria
manager, and all business services for the district. There are no direct links to instruction.
3. Does not exist
4. The district’s mission statement is “In partnership with our community, we inspire and
promote high educational standards, optimizing every student’s potential to be a successful,
socially responsible citizen.”
5. The district’s vision statement is “Educational excellence for a changing tomorrow”
6. Does not exist
7. The board of education policy manual is on the district’s website. There are no policies that
directly connect the work or functions of the school business official with instruction or
learning. There is a policy statement that says that the assistant superintendent for
administration will act in place of the superintendent when the superintendent is out of the
district.
8. The administrator evaluation forms are in place for evaluating all administrator positions.
This includes the school business official, as well as principals, assistant principals, and all
other administrative positions. Each administrator is provided with an evaluation in the
following areas: Management Skills, Personal Characteristics, Communication Skills,
Leadership, Staff Development, Supervision and Evaluation, Budget and Fiscal
Management, Community Relations, School Environment/Climate, Professional Growth.
Each of these areas are rated as Exceeds expectations, Meets expectations, Working Toward
Expectations, Not meeting expectations, or Not applicable N/A. No direct evaluation tied to
student performance or learning indicators.
9. The professional development plan for the district did not include any involvement for the
school business official in its creation, nor does it acknowledge any role in the
implementation of the plan. The PDP is tied to performance measures for students, and is
targeted to teachers and other direct instruction
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10. The district does not have a written purchasing process for teachers to acquire equipment,
materials and supplies, textbooks, etc. These would be processed as per direction from the
building principal, and as required by the business office.
11. The staff development program for teachers is stated in the Professional Development
Program. There is not a specific role for the school business official.
12. The school business official did not provide a list of staff development activities for the past
two years. The board of education approved that the school business official could attend the
Financial Leader Series at the Capital Region BOCES in Albany, NY.
13. Board of education minutes for two years were reviewed. The school business official was in
attendance at all board meetings, and did participate in providing financial information in a
variety of areas including the issuance of bonds for the purchase of school buses, the funding
of a negotiated contract agreement with the Administrator’s Association. The school
business official also was regularly in attendance for executive sessions of the board of
education.
14. The school district’s NYS Report Card did not contain any information that the school
business official had a direct involvement with instructional outcomes highlighted in these
reports over the period of 2016-2017 and 2017-2018. It does reveal that 62% of students are
eligible for free lunch and that 6% are eligible for a reduced price lunch.
15. A statement of Board Operational Goals states in part that “The Board’s primary
responsibility is to establish those purposes, programs, and procedures which will best
produce the educational achievement needed by district students. It is charged with
accomplishing this while also being responsible for wise management of resources available
to the district. The responsibility for education requires sound fiscal management of
resources, and is a principle function of the school business official. This does tie that
directly to instruction.
16. Attended local school business official meetings held on a regular basis.
17. There are no agendas or minutes of meetings that have occurred between the school business
official and the assistant superintendent for instruction, or building principals.
18. There is no evidence that the school business official had any involvement in the planning of
the district’s superintendent conference days. This statement reflects solely on the planning
of content for staff development, but there is involvement in the financial planning for these
days.
19. The school business official is a member of Association of School Business Officials of New
York – ASBO New York.
20. No other information was provided.
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District 2
1. The following job descriptions were provided for the following administrator positions:
A. Superintendent of Schools – As the chief executive for the district, this post is responsible
for all instructional and non-instructional programs, and the district’s business operations.
B. Assistant Superintendent – As assistant superintendent this post is responsible for
developing, coordinating and maintaining all business-related programs and services for
the district, as well as the administration and supervision of all non-instructional
employees. This position also supervises the maintenance of all school facilities.
C. Director of K-12 Instruction – The director is responsible for all aspects of the total
curriculum for the district. The director oversees federal programs related to the
educational program, staff development opportunities, and the reporting of the district’s
accountability systems and Annual Professional Performance Review(APPR) plan.
D. Director of Auxiliary Services – The director is responsible for the overall supervision of
transportation services.
E. Director of Health, Physical Education and Athletics – The director is responsible is
responsible for the development and implementation of the health and physical education
curriculum for the district and serves as the advisor to the superintendent in all matters
related to athletics.
In addition to the above administrative positions, I was also supplied with job
descriptions for principals, assistant principals, director of K-5 education and student
services, and director of 6-12 education and instructional services.
In reviewing the job descriptions above, it is clear that the assistant superintendent is the
school business official. In that role the job has oversight of all non-instructional services,
which includes the transportation service, the school food service program, financial
management in all areas, and is the lead evaluator for the teacher’s annual professional
performance review appeal procedures, as needed. The assistant superintendent is certified
to conduct teacher observations, including announced and unannounced, and summative as
needed.
This last item places the school business official in a position to review the work of
teachers, and hence requires the occupant of this post to be a certified school district
administrator. This is a distinction from someone that could hold this post with a
certification as a school business official only. In that capacity they would not be
credentialed to participate in instructional evaluation, which is required for this position.
2. The district’s organization chart does have the school business official with a direct
connecting line to the instructional program, and to the non-instructional program side of the
chart. Unlike district 1, the school business official does have responsibilities for instruction
but the bulk of the work is directed to the non-instructional side of the organization.
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3. An organization chart for the business office does not exist.
4. The district’s mission statement is: To deliver a premier education to each student.
5. The district’s vision statement is: We promise to inspire, engage, empower and graduate all
students as well-rounded, community minded, global thinkers, leader and innovators.
6. A mission statement for the business office does not exist.
7. The board of education policy manual contains policies for the business office on investing,
the school district food program, the budget, petty cash, petty cash accounts, transfer of funds
between categories, signing of checks, credit card use – multi-purpose, cell phone usage,
purchasing, inventory, accounting of fixed assets and tracing, investing, operations of
facility, insurance, transportation, charge meal, property tax exemption, Medicaid
compliance, fund balance. The entire policy manual is on the district’s website.
8. The district’s administrative evaluation document uses a rating code of:
3 = exceeds expectations
2 = meets expectations
1 = needs improvement
NA = Not Applicable
These rating codes are then applied to the following characteristics:
Leadership, Decision making ability, Goal setting, Staff, Professional communications, and
Personal characteristics. Each of these characteristics has a set of statements describing what
the district’s expectations are for administrators. For example, Demonstrates initiative –
looks for and accepts additional responsibilities. Each characteristic has a list of statements
such as this. The reviewer provides written comments on each characteristic and supplies a
rating code for each. The last page of the evaluation provides the appraiser’s concluding
comments, and a place where the administrator may add comments. There is also a place for
both the appraiser and administrator to sign and date the document.
It is noteworthy that there is no mention of student achievement. The only area where it
might be suggested is in the broad general area of goal setting. This form is used with all
administrators and their immediate supervisor. In the case of the school business official,
this would be completed by the superintendent of schools.
9. The teacher evaluation forms are all a part of the professional performance review plan that
has been adopted by the district. These are important to this research because the assistant
superintendent is tasked with the responsibility to review the evaluation when an appeal has
been made by a teacher.
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10. The purchasing process used by teachers is spelled out in the board of education policies
under the heading of business. The responsibility of the school business official in this area
is to see that the requests are within budget, and that appropriate procedures have been
followed in the requisition process.
11. There is a written staff development program in the district. It is targeted at teachers, and
focused on student achievement as the primary objective. The school business official is not
included in the plan as a participant.
12. The district did not provide a statement of staff development participated in by the school
business official. The school business official is a member of the BOCES area business
official group, which meets regularly to stay abreast of regulations and trends. He is also a
member of ASBO, New York.
13. The school business official is required to attend all meetings of the board of education. The
board meeting minutes reveal that he is on occasion appointed as the District Clerk Pro
Temp. In this capacity he would record the actions of the board so that the regular clerk
could later construct the minutes for the record. The minutes also reveal that the assistant
superintendent regularly reports to the board of education on financial matters that require
board approval, and on the status of the programs that he supervises for the district.
14. The NYSED report card data for the district reveals that 36% of students receive free lunch,
and 5% receive a reduced price lunch.
15. The district has a comprehensive strategic plan that focuses on student success. The plan
does not directly involve the school business official, except to note that the district will
direct professional development resources to support implementation of the plan. This would
be a monitoring and reporting function for the school business official.
16. The district did not supply a list of the conferences attended by the school business official.
17. Agendas and minutes of meetings between the school business official and the director of K12 instruction does not exist.
18. The role of the school business official in assisting in the planning of the district’s
superintendent conference days was not supplied. The school business official did not play a
part in that planning.
19. The school business official belongs to the following associations: Association of School
Business Officials (ASBO), New York; New York State Association for Superintendents of
Buildings and Grounds; Greater Binghamton Chamber of Commerce; Broome-TiogaDelaware Health Insurance Consortium
20. No other materials were presented.
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District 3
1. This district divides its business functions differently from any of the other three districts
included in this study. It may also be the only school district anywhere to have business
services divided as they are. There are two assistant superintendent positions. One is an
assistant superintendent for business and elementary instruction, and the second is an
assistant superintendent for personnel and secondary instruction. Because of the uniqueness
of these positions, the job description for each is in Appendix G.
Each position is directly accountable for business and academic responsibilities. During the
interview process for this study, these posts were much more identified by teachers as
positions that they recognized for learning results, as opposed to the business functions that
they performed. Teachers were very aware of the importance of working with the assistant
superintendents, along with the principals and other administrative leadership positions, to
have the students achieve at the highest possible levels.
2. The organization chart for the school district evidences that all learning components and
business functions are supervised by the assistant superintendent’s positions. All directors,
coordinators, principals and administrative services report to the two assistant superintendent
positions, who in turn report to the superintendent. Everything in the district works through
the assistant superintendents.
3. A separate organization chart for the business office does not exist.
4. The mission statement for district 3 is: To develop students who are responsible, selfdirected, involved, lifelong learners. The students, staff, parents, and community encourage
learners to develop a deeper understanding of self, a respect for others, and an understanding
of their place in the world community.
5. The district’s vision is written as a Belief Statement as follows:
We Believe
That education is the shared responsibility of students, family, school, and community, and
forms the foundation of an ethical, democratic society.
That each student can learn and is entitled to an opportunity to reach his or her potential in an
environment that is conducive to learning and fosters success.
That a life-long pursuit of excellence is built upon a foundation of academic success as
measured by local, state, and federal assessments.
That education encompasses intellectual, emotional, physical, aesthetic and social growth.
That the development of character is essential for effective interpersonal relationships.
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6. A mission statement for the business office does not exist.
7. The board of education’s policy manual is published on line and contains policies on the
duties of administrators, a code of professional ethics for the school business administrators,
and an extensive policy on purchasing. The organizational structure of the district places the
school business officials with the direct responsibility for student academic success.
8. Evaluation forms for administrative performance provide areas for narrative comments on
goals, work group organization, staff evaluations, staff development, human relations and
communications, school/department operations, problem solving and decision making, staff
and program leadership, evaluator’s comment, and a place for administrator’s comments.
These forms are not used for evaluating principals because they are evaluated through the
APPR process. The district uses a multidimensional rubric with them.
9. Evaluation forms for evaluating teachers do not exist. They are evaluated using the APPR
process.
10.Teachers are required to purchase materials and supplies for the year through the use of the
local BOCES purchasing procedure. Purchasing of equipment, books, and other needed
items is done through the assistant superintendent for business’s office.
11.The staff development program for teachers follows a school transformation program as
defined by Dr. Frank M. Locker. This program involves all faculty following a path of
working together in a coordinated team to reach a common set of goals. The entire district is
examining facilities and educational practices and outcomes. The professional development
plan is a comprehensive plan that is overseen by the assistant superintendents. They are
responsible for seeing that the plan is implemented and see that instruction is impacted.
12. The assistant superintendents participated in numerous staff development activities over a
year period. They were a blend of academic and business related seminars, conferences,
meetings, and ASBO New York meetings, Organization of Instructional Representative
(OIR), meetings and numerous other meetings that involved business and instructional
leadership.
13. An examination of board meeting minutes indicates that assistant superintendents are in
regular attendance at board meetings. Most of the items on the agendas are topics that cover
instructional or business functions for which one or both of the assistants have involvement.
14. The school report card indicates that 50% of the students are eligible for free lunch and 3%
are eligible for a reduced price lunch.
15. The district’s strategic planning document uses measurable, annually set board goals that are
aligned to the district’s vision and mission statement. They are pursuing the hallmarks of a
world class school district which is defined as one in which everyone graduates on time, all
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elementary school students read on grade level, all students pass their courses, all students
attend school all day every day, and students taking AP exams score 3, 4, or 5.
16. The assistant superintendents listed the various conferences, workshops, training seminars,
etc., that they participated in over the past two years. They provided evidence that they
attended professional conferences that focused on business and instructional topics keeping
them current in both sets of responsibility.
17. The assistant superintendents provided evidence of meetings with instructional leaders at all
levels, including building principals, assistant principals, department leaders, directors, etc.
It is clear that they are directly involved in learning as well as the business functions of their
positions.
18. Superintendent conference days are planned through weekly meetings of the superintendent’s
cabinet. The assistant superintendents are full participants in these meetings.
19. The school business officials (assistant superintendents) are members of the Association of
School Business Officials (ASBO), New York, and the Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development (ASCD).
20. The assistant superintendent for business and elementary instruction provided copies of
monthly dashboard reports shared with building principals. They include both instructional
and business oriented information.
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District 4
1. A job description was provided for the preK-3 principal, 4-8 principal, and 4-8 assistant
principal, assistant superintendent, and school business executive. I was informed that a job
description for the high school principal and assistant high school principal did not exist, but
that their duties would parallel the 4-8 principals. This district has a non-certified school
business executive who is employed under the rules of New York State Civil Service. As
such, the position is a competitive class position for which the employee must qualify on a
competitive civil service exam, and finish in the top three scores for the position. The post is
not occupied by someone that has a teaching or educational background. The incumbent has
previous experience as an auditor who did NYS school district audits.
2. The district organization chart shows that the school business official has no direct
responsibilities for any of the instructional functions of the district. It also indicates that the
school business official has direct responsibility for school lunch, benefits coordinator, and
maintenance supervisor. The position of director of transportation is on the side of noninstructional employees, but does not report directly to the school business official.
3. An organization chart for the business office does not exist.
4. The district’s mission statement is: To provide an excellent education ensuring that all
children maximize their potential, become contributing citizens, and pursue lifelong learning.
5. The district’s vision statement is: To be a community of excellence achieved through a
commitment to HIGH performance, morale, and involvement.
6. A mission statement for the business office does not exist.
7. The board of education has a policy manual that is available to the public on line. The policy
manual contains policies for the general administration of the school district. There are also
policies that are specifically for the school business official. One states that “The School
Business Administrator shall be responsible for all phases of the District’s business activity,
as set forth in Section 5000 of the Policy Manual, and shall report directly to the
Superintendent of Schools.” Other business policies are administration of the budget, budget
transfers, use of credit cards, principles of purchasing/procurement, and accounting for funds.
There are no policy statements that directly involve the school business official in the
instructional program.
8. The administrative evaluation forms in place are targeted to instruction, and do little to
address the role of the school business official in his non-instructional position. The school
business official would receive a narrative evaluation consistent with the duties of the
position.
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9. The evaluation process for instructional staff follows the district’s Annual Professional
Performance Review protocol as approved by the NYS Education Department. Forms were
provided.
10. Teachers use an on-line requisition for purchasing supplies, materials, textbooks, and
equipment. Those items requested, if within budget limits, are then processed through the
business office’s purchasing procedure.
11. The district’s professional development plan was provided. Other than acknowledging that
there is a position identified as a school business official in the introduction for the plan,
there is no participation or intersection with this position in the plan.
12. The school business official reports that he is a member of ASBO, New York, Southern Tier
School Business Official’s Organization, and participates in Utica National Insurance
training seminars.
13. Board of education meeting minutes are shared on line with the residents of the district, and
are available for any other interested persons. The school business official is expected to be
in attendance for all meetings of the board. The school business official makes presentations
to the board regarding financial matters, answers questions for board members and attends
executive sessions as required.
14. The state school report card for the district indicates that 53% of students are eligible for a
free lunch and that 7% are eligible for a reduced price lunch.
15. The district has a strategic planning document that addresses academic deficiencies that have
placed the district in the position being labeled by the New York State Education Department
as a Focus District. The district’s plan is to improve so that they will be removed from this
designation. The school business official does not have a role.
16. The school business official has attended the ASBO, New York Fall Conference, various
ASBO, New York webinars, Questar BOCES state aid and planning fall/winter workshops,
and various webinars presented by Utica National Insurance Company.
17. There are no agendas or minutes of meetings between the school business official and
assistant superintendent and building principals, and he generally does not participate in any
instructionally related meetings unless there is a need for financial management information.
18. The school business official does not play a part in the planning of the superintendent’s
conference day agendas.
19. The school business official does not have any memberships in professional education
associations.
20. No additional information was provided.
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Throughout my career I have been asked to be a presenter or to conduct workshops on a variety
of topics. I have summarized several of these opportunities as follows:
Presentations and Workshops:
Health and Wellness Workshop for School Leaders – Central New York School
Superintendent’s Association – Syracuse University Minnow Brook Conference
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